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. - / INTRODUCTION = 4 .
. & . - y

kN 7 ’

The 1975 Legislature, thrdugh Senate Resolution 1975-131, directed the
Councilt for Postsecondary Education to: .(1) survey Sther states to deter-
mine thosafstates "-... which currently relate student tuitiom and fees
to higher education costs, along with the policies of those 'states as to
the portion which is borne by students ... ";- (2) " .., develop, test
and recommend a standard method of determ1n1ng-the cost of, higher educa-
tion which relates to instruction of students, both 1nc]u51ve and éxclu-

\\

recommendations concerning the proportlon of ts which shode be bhorne
by the various. categories of students in Washington's publzc un1vers1t1\§,
e .o unity. colleges, 1nc]ud1ng recommendat1ons dea]1ng
not set forth by statute." (See Append1x A for’ the complete text of- ‘the
. resolution.) < ) '

This report presents policy recommendations on’ the 1tems outlined in SR ™
1975-131 as adopted by the Council on March 3, 1976. ln,add1t1oﬂ the
report discusses the composition of, tuition and fees in Washypgtens—the

? hasis of "edwcational costs" as used in this report and the current_and
‘padt relationghip of tuition and operating fees to estimated educational
costd in WasgHington institutions. The report also contains an inventory
of the tuition and feg//aaven programs now- authorﬂzed by law and the

extent to’wh1ch these'programs are used:” Both genera] and specific recom-
v --mendations are made concerning F:;E}dﬁdépd fee waiver programs. Appendix
- B of the report contains a reviewof those states which base tuition and
L,,/;,/”’//fee rates on a proportion ofweducat1ona1 costs out11n1ng the—po11c1es and
systems used in each of thote sta}es )
» -7 i

Fo]]ow1ng two progress reports on this subject 1% ]ate 1975, a comprehen—
sive staff report was presented to the Council in January, 1976.° Fallow- °
. ing that meeting, the staff report’'was transmitted to the Senate Gommi ttee
on Higher Echat1on and over 200 copies were distrjibuted to ASB pres1dents,
student ﬁewSpapers, college and university officials and other interested

and Finance considered staff recommendations (which hagmggg%ngven wide
distribution) on March 2, leading to Council action on March 3rd. .

“ s

The Council did not reach @ final conclusion concern1ng:tu1t10n and fees
pa1d by nonresident students and_the fpre1gn student wa1ver program. It

is ant1c1pated that recommendations these subjects will bF transmitted
to the Senate Committee on H1gher ucation following the next meetipg of,
the Council. 'The Counci] will a study the related matter of student .
fiinancial aid needs as, they ;5é9157t0 a revised system of establishin tui—
tion and fees w1th obJect of prepar}ng recommendations by the su

of 1976. - '

sive of related capital.costs .... "; and, 1O6add1t1on, (3) "//f. make .

parties for review and comment. The Council's Committee on Administration -

. .

A
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I. SUMMARY OF POLIC[_hECOMMENDATIONS

.

v 7
(1) The Council for Postsecendary Education believes it is sound public
r -
v policy to base student® tuitioh and fees as a proportion of educational
- . \ .
costs and recommends active consideration of_this approach by the Leg-

" -

- . ‘. +
- islature. .
\f‘» .

(2) The Council is of the opinion that the stase has an obligation to pro-
1 * N * .

vide the educationa] faci]ities in its pub]ic\institutions and recom=-

-

mends that capltal amortization costs not be #ncluded in the total

4 : :
educational costs for ca]cu]at1ng tuition and fees

&

/

*

T (3) Since servieces and activities fees are intended to f1nance activities
",u ", N R a ¢ '
, { and prdgnams in addition-to or oytside oi those included in the state

. operating budget, the Tounci recommends that this fee category not he
" included ‘in the total fees to ‘be directly related to educationa] costs.
. A (4) The Colncil recommends that services and activities fges Be set by
boards of trustees or:regents w;thin maximum Timits based on the fol-

Towing percentages of . the tota] undergraduate res1dent tu1t1on and «f”

I . p’*“

operating fees- un1vers1t1es, twenty percent; three state co]]eges,'

forty percent The Evergreen State College, thirty percent and com-
. ° K a~
munity collegés, twenty percent-

¥

14 ’ '

(5) In estab]1sh1ng the proport1ons of educational cost to be/pa1d by
student. tuition and fees, the Counc1] .recqmmends that differing per-
. centage factors be app11ed to the d1fferent groupings of institutions.

(6) The Council recommends that the differen; fee categor1es be considered

“individually in establishing percentage of cost factors for tuition

« . -

anpvfee purposes.

v




(7) The Council recommends that tuition and operating fee amounts be

N

“identical in_each of the following categories:

(A) Two universities .
(B) Three state colleges™ , .
(C) The Evergreen State Co]]ege
(D) Community Colleges '

\(8) The Counci] recommends that tuition and operating fees be adjusted
e ¥ m——nTv—'ﬂ-'
b1enn1aﬂTy w1th undergraduate res1dent rates for the ensu1ng biennium

A (ﬂ'
¢

based on educat1ona1 costs ca]cu]ated on the ba519 of the budgeted

1y

Tevels for the current biennium through application of factors and
ratio§ derived” from the most recent Council co%t,analysis. The bud- o
geted levels would be the funding and enroliment amounts used if the

budget on which or1g1na1 appropr1at1ons were based as adJusted by

W

subsequent ]eg1s]at}ve and executive action during the b1enn1um
(9) The Council recommends that the edrdcational cost base jhc]ude,both

direct and*indirect costs related to instruction during the academic

o

year, plus the costs of student services to the extent included in
the budgef on @hich appropriations are based. Tlements excluded from

the cost base would include the direct and indirect costs of research

ot

and pﬁblic servide activities, self sustaining activities, capital

4

13 3 . ¢ - 3 -
amortization costs, summer programs, intercollegiate athletics, auxil-

iary enterprises, financial aid grants and student activity programs
N » financed from services and activities fees.

The Council also recommends that the ﬁg]] cost of educational

““.‘nv\w\m
e

d

services be determ1ned for undengraduate students in accordance with
criteria, definitions andfprocedures developed by the Council, and re-

viewed by the Goveggbxw@m”ﬁ?s Offﬁce of Program P]ann1ng and F1sca1

?
o




, —

Management and subject to the final approval-of an appropriate legis-
. - " .

» lative committee or committees. The detérmination should be made <as

early as possible in each even numbered year, but fo]]owing.any special

. , ' . .“v

: . session in that year/// - . - [
v ) L 4

(10) The Counc11/£or P/stsecondary Educat1on recommends that the total of

'ﬁ.P‘ ; tuition and operating fees chaqged to res1dent undergraduate studenf/
S bear the following re]ationships to undergraduate educational costs: ,
' (A) Univers?t?es:_Ene:?BUFfﬁ“r;twenty:fTve percent
_;.,/—””’// (B) Three statg colleges, one-fifth or twenty percent . /

{C) The Evergyeen State College, one-fifth or twenty percent

(D) Community,colleges, one-sixth or sixteen and two-thirds, percent
L4 ? !
J e . R . -

\1

\{\A' :Further; that the total tuition and.operating fees at The Evergreen 1
. State College not exceed those of the twoguniversities. ‘ - ,
(11) The Cdunci] recommengs that the statute exempting Vietnam veterans o
" from t&ition and fee increases be repealed and that these_ind{viduals
. > pay ‘the same tu1t1on and fees as other students

' .

(12) The Council recommends that the tuition and operat1ng fees charged to

g[aduate students be based ‘on one hundred fifteen percent of the tui- -

tion and operat1ng fees paid by undergraduate students. ’ . v

(13) The Council recommends that the tuition and operating fees charged to

- -

students enrolled in programs leading to the degrees af doctor-of
/ -~

medicine,, doctor of dental surgery and-doctor of veterinary medicine -
. be based on one hundred sixty percent of the tu1t1oj~and operating
fee paid by undergraduate students.

- - - 4

(13) The Council recommends that the legislature carefully review each tui-

tion and fee waiver program with the objective of retaining only those

_whdch are based - on need. To the extent that tuition and fee waivers -

LI




,: indicated.

are-continued, they should be made more visible in, order to provide

The-Council therefore recoﬁt\\\
—"”“M

PN P

an opportunity’for continuing review.

mends that each\fuition and fee waiver program should be listed in the
RS
Governor's budget along with the: number of students a1ded in each year.
~d
The cost of the program, in terms of lost revenue, shou]d also be

Those programs which are continued should not be optional
but should be cons1stent1y app11ed w1th1n cr1ter1a or limits set forth

by the law estab]1sh1ng the program v .

A

The Counc11 spec1f1ca]]y recomiends ‘that the ]egls]ature, in its 1977

regu]ar seSs1on, abolish or mognfy tHe fo]low1ng programs

/
(7) Public School Teachers~Superv1s1ng Cadet Teachers From the Univer-
L Y & ,
RCW'ZBB.;5.380(3).

sity of Washington:. Repeal is recommended .

(B) University Staff Members: RCW 288.15.380(2)..Repeal is
g recommended. - P ‘ -

(C) Veterans Who Have Exhausted Federal Benefits: RCW 28B.15.380(1), .
and 288.56.361. Repeal-is agcoomendeo except for students,

;~4 currently enro]ied; ‘ T | / ‘

(D) Blind Student Waivers: RCW 288,14.215. Amending the statute is
recgfinended to, eliminate the waiver ;nd increase the dIFect ﬂ
al osafion amount. | / P e

p
. _ - ‘ [

A

)
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II. COMPOSITION OF TUITION AND FEES N WASHINGTON ,
' . o . \

*
&
~

LI

Required tuition and fees in the State of Washington are divided in%o
three parts: tuition, operatihérfeesfand student services and actvivities - =
fees.. Unlike the majority of states, "tuition" in Washington refers to

4

those fees which support capital construction. These funds are deposited

in accounts in the state treasury and are used for direct construction *

of the distribution andwxgeﬁuses*dfvfhe vaLious funds.

and']iguidatioh of construction bonds. Operating fees (analogous to tuwi-

’
L}

tion in most states) are retained Tocally for general ‘bperating expense&.
N
These revenue§ are budgeted by the Governor and the legislature and are

/
used for the same purposes as state operat1ng approprl&tTons Student

services and activities fees are not budgeted at the state ]ev7/, are

retained ]oca]]y and are used for student activities and progra

*

’ ° Z
The current distribution of resident undergraduatetuition and fees

at’the various segmenté is shown on the followi University tuition

and: fees are used in the following example’to illustrate the mechanics

1 '

»

b

) e”’/”””’,,f $564 Total -\\\\\;\\\\\\\\9

$117.00 | Tuition T $336.00 0perat1 & $111.00 Svcs. & -Act.
Less:. _3.51 B ' 10,08 ' 3.33 = $16.92 Revenue
$113.49° $325.92 ‘ $107.67  Loss DuePEQ 3%
~ ‘ : Waiver Prbgram
~L\ A J, ) \ J' >9
State Treabury General local Fupd Special Local, Funds
Funds ;re bydgeted and Fund%,uged h conjknc- Fund$ used for special
appropriatgd for con- . t1oﬂQW1th stat ro- student programs, e. g.,
struction/and bond re- | | priations for general student government, news-
demptiory. operating expense. paper, recreation and
a , - | Funds .are budgeted but special events. Funds
S not appropriated. are not budgeted at state
) . level and are not appro- |
L [ ' priated.

Y
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.7 "+ __ |Mashington's tuiti and fee structure is compTex in“terms f the
. number of separate categor1es, The statutes prescribe sefaraté fees,for
SR . ) .
. \ "the fo1]ow1ng categor1es of 1nd1v1dua]s \ ﬂ
, \ " 1, i
: - . L, "t ‘L - ™~ -
. u . sTotal Tulition and Fees
' . . * Resident 1 Nonresident” .
. B R [ ]
Universities*: ° e \ )
Undergraduates © . $564 . B ~$1,581 =
Graduates <. $6§ . $1,641
Medical/Dental . ' $840 \ $1,839 "
Veterinary Medicine " $832° ¢ $1,839
Vietnam Veterans, . . . .
Undergraduates - . $432 v XXXXX
Graduates ‘ « $432 XXXXX
) Medicial/Dental $675 . XXXXX
r~e g Veterinary Medicine $632. -~ e XXXXX
" State folleges*: - ‘
Undergraduates - $507 ’ $1,359 .
) Graduates _ ' o $567 : $1,409
) Vietnam Veterans ' . S
. - . Undergraduates . L $360 XXXXX
R * Graduates $360 " XXXXX
“ N i)
_ . Community Colleges 1 o ~ . ' -
‘ Non-Vietnam Veterans' © $249%* " $ 681**
b\\; \?\f“‘ Vietnam Veterans . . - $210 . XXXXX \
. . ! ’ \/
*Apply 1&3@u11 t]me students in termssother than summer .,
**Maximum® -* services and act1v1t1es fees may be set at lower rateg-at
Pl

* ' distrigt opt1on( g

-/

Washington is one of three states whose total tuitiop/and fee rates

are 1ncorporated in statute law.- Seven states have/m//han1sms or practites
wh1ch specifsca]]y involve the 1eg1s]ature in the approva] or establish-
ment of tuition rates, through the appropriation process or through prior

certification of- p]anned tu1t1on ]evels In the great majority of states .
I * .

' tu1t1on and -fees are set by govern1ng boards, usually 1nvo]v1ng somé form

[} "y P
.
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- of consultatijon witf their legislatuges. “In general, the f{ep(s for special : A
. A T . ‘z - AP LS . oy
. student.services‘(similar*to our services and activities fee), are set , .
" locally or w1th1n gu1de11nes estab115hed~by multf- campus governing boards <

< ’

.“ 7In Six statei the tu1t1on rates are related directly to the cost of edu- .

* %cat1on (in one JF these states, this applies on}y to nonres1dents) The .

pract1ces and character1st1cs of these states are summar1zed in Section V - SN
_ ) + of this report and a deta11ed rev1ew of their systems is contained ‘in ;
Appendix B. E ’ o - ' . ' -
o T v T N ° N
. WashTﬁEton S system of tu1t1on and fees is atyplcal in several re-. -
spects: - v ’ o P . S
- * . X X \ <- ' - . . - \\\\.“’ \r»i“
- "Tuition" refers to .construction funds. ) ,

% ’ "N 1 . *
-- Fees for" construction make up a substantial portion of the totarl.

-- Tuition and fee rates aré set by statute. ’
'y . .
" -~ Services and activities fees are set by law (some flexibility is

o

provided to commpn%ty colleges). , .

Nashtngton is‘typiea1 in one basic respect. It*relies on a "mixedt\\ . -/
system of financing p@stseconda;y educatiom i which both the students

(and their families) and the benera] taxpayer sharé the bufden ef the

operating and'capita1 costs. No-statj/has adopted the ext;eme positions

of no student charges or full-cost pricing. T

R ‘ .
.

")t\
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'« III. FEES WHICH SHOULD BE RELATED TO EDUCATIONAL COSTS

» - : ”\ ’
As was, indicated in the previous section, there are three components

} /. of tuition apd fees: tuition (used for construction), operating fees
. , .

(used for general operating. expenses), and services and activities fees .

%‘F\ . p . o ¢
- ﬁgr(used fpr special student programs It is dur conclusion (see recommen-
¥.“ dat1on 3) that in-no way does the latter category re]ate to " ... the cost ’
.
, of h1gher educat1on which relates to instruction of students .... * as is

v

specified in the reso]ution. Services and activities fees are,used for
> BT ) - <
w e, . . . . N
'other purposes Uses include support of student government, newspapers,
Mv..«_, 15 .

* student organ1zat1ons, recreat1on, spec1a] events, and, 1h t e case of the

-~

ﬁour—year sch%o]s, construction of student act1v1ty'fac1]1t1es,‘.ln the ;

«* three older state co}]eges, a portion of these‘%unds are pledged to dormi-
TSy tory bond redemption., Coe o | ‘
~ E 1 Al f A

é{ - The fees which do relate to educat1ona1 costs are tujtion and the dp-
. erat1ng fee. These hharges support the 1nsf1tut1on through d1rect operatnng

support and. through provision of'Iac1]1t1es in wWhich educat1ona] “services

", are provided.: Jhe fact that a 1arge amount is dedfﬁated to general facil-"
. . . e
y ities cdnstruct1on,1s %&p§su]t of earlier const1tuf1onaﬁ prohibjtions against

. bonded iﬁdebtedness Where most states finance construct1on from general tax///
revenues, Wash1ngton has used a system of pledging a, port1on of student fees/

o There is a d1rect tradeeoff between the ded1cat1on of fees for construct1on
B and general fund support aya1]ab]e to support the cost “of 1n$truct1on

Both purposes -- operat1ons and cap1ta] -~ are recog£1zed hy al] states as
* e]1g1b]e for state support. This is not the case w1th the types of attivi-

t1es supported by services and act1v1t1es fees.

- A}




*When the sta

For the above rgasons,'ﬁt is ouyr judgement that it is appropria
relate the sum-of tuition and the operating fée (showri below for
institution) to the cost of edutation. ' The cpmpérjsons which

\ J
subsequent sections are based on that premise.

»

CURRENT TUITION AND OPERATING FEES USED IN COMPARISONS

/ ‘
Total Less Services \ Tuition and
Charges ~ & Activities Fees " Operating fge’
UN, WSU “ $564 - $111.00 A $453.96/
- CHSCH $507 $145.50 F $361.50
ENSC, WHSC, TESC $507 $157.50 3950
Commanity Colleges $249 $ 43.50 520550 -

colleges voluntarily raised their total to the statutory
maximum in 4974, Central chose to add-its.increase tb the operating fee.

A}

? \




,,:; The pergeptagefcalcu]ations provided in T

(The Evergreen State. Co]]ege, 197% 74) the percentage re]at1onsh1ps have

4

~ dec]1ned f?bm the percentage wh1ch,ex1sted in h972 73, “the last t1m\

and operat1ng fees, wer 1ncreasa$»(other than Centra1 S 512 vd]untary in-

crease in 197 The neason f&r this is that whi]e tu1t1on anﬁ\ggerat;pg///
MY -0

fees have remalned unchanged the cost’per Student has stead1]y increased.

.

Chart 11 prov1desﬁnhgrap < illustration of the percentage re}at1onsh1ns‘

developed for resident students for the years—31972-73 thrgp§h£f§75—76f
\ s

7 g ) \
7 CHART 11 T T~
7 4 s ™~
~ PERCENTAGE RELATIONSHIP FOR :
Cbersgnfj// ~ -UNDERGRADUATE RESIDENT SPODENTS . ,

Three ptate Co]]ege Average,

|
‘. Community Colleges

N 121P-"-':“$ ~e

N l S T~ . -y -

) . . : . .- -Qe’ Ev#rqreen State College
~ I . = | ,

|

B
1
¥

1972-73 -
:‘/._
1975-76

1974-75 4

P 15 .

h -11-
\ .
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The re]ationshibs between educationa] cost and the tuition and oper-

4

ating fee charges to nonreSident students reflect similar declines since

1972 73

0\

policy Questiqn in this area is the percentage of

A Significan
s which should be borne by the Nashington taxpayer. Al-
though there are some misce]]aneous revenues which provide a small level

of support, if we assume thatethe state subsidizes the difference between

nonresidenthfees and the cost of education, the degree.of subsidy has been -

———

-

as follows'over the past four years:

-

\ 1972-73 1975-76
|
Universities . 14.9% 34.3%
Three State Co]]eges . 24.8% 42.2% .
, Fhe Evergreen State College 43.2% 55.0%
- Community Colleges ‘ 57.7% 62.1%

-

K. !
« ¢

73 Unit Expenditure Study and reflect the actual operating expenditures per
undergraduate student for instruction and related educational serv1ces

The expenditure and enro]]ment re]ationships deve]oﬁed for 1972- 73 werg
assumed to remain constant for the ensuing fiscal years. The instructiona]

costs for years following 1972-73 are therefore approximations based:on the

1972-73 study.

4 .

Capital costs have not been included in the above comparisons, how- '

/.
ever, the Senate fresolution directs the Counc1] to ”‘..

t

. develop, test and
recommend a standard method of determining the cost of higher education
which relates td instruction of students, both inclusive and enc]usive,of
related capita] costs .... "

Thé amounts which appear in:Tahle Il.on the following page’ emp]oy a

method of computing estimated capita] depreciation costs which assumes a

-

»”

7

) * 1
5 ) ‘ :13:

The Comparisons used.ih this section are based on the Council's 1972—‘12

; 1975—76 figures are based on budgeted amountsﬁior‘that.year.’
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fifty year useful life and excludes auxiliary enterprises, intercollegiate
athletics, research and public service space. This ‘is the approach cur- .
rently used by the State of Wisconsin. The details are outlined in Apbén- !
’ dix'D along with the calculations prepared by each four-year institution
and the State Bdard for Community College Education.
! ‘ /
. e v
TABLE II S
’ RELATIONSHIP OF UNDERGRADUATE TUITION AND OPERATING FEES /,/ :
TO ESTIMATED EDUCATIONAL COSTS : /
INCLUSIVE AND EXCLUSIVE OF CAPITAL AMORTIZATION
'/// |
_— - Educational .~ Tuition and 1
- ___Costs Operating Fees Percentage
Universities ' ‘ y
Operating Cost Only o7 82,238 $453.00 - 720.2%
Capital Amortization Cost ¥ 104 :
Capital and Operating Costs $2,342 " $453.00
Three State Colleges : . (
“23;3““ Operating Cost Onty $Z,Q£§\ & $349.50 R ’ <
i Capital Amortization Cost + 88 .
' Capital and Operating Costs $2,116 $349.50 16.5%
The Evergreen State-College . ?
Operating Cost Only -$3,,200 $349.50 10%9%
Capital Amortization Cost + 182* Ce
Capital and Operating Costs $3,382 $349.50 10.3%
Community Colleges »
Operating Cost Only $1,417 14.5%
Capital Amprtization Cost o+ 44
Capital and Operating Costs $1,461 14.1%
‘ *Evergreen's high amortizatien cost is due to t e fac hat the facilities
are all pew-and have a capacity approximately twice that of .existing en-
1 yollments. The community college amount is lower Mdue, in part, to exten-
o sive off-campus and evening enrolliments. !

s 18 4 '
' W - oW .7
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' V. TUITION AND FEES COMPARED TO COST IN OTHER STATES

] . / . ~
///// v / '

/// _ .Senate Resolution 131, directgd the Council for Postsecondary Educa-
tion to survey other\states to defermine those states "... which currently

relate student tuitton and fees fo higher education costs, along with the
. / |

g policies of those statéds as to ﬁhe portion which is bdrne by students ...."

’

’ As a result of the survey/ which was conducted in response to that.

P ! .
portion of the reso]uﬁ1on, 1t was found that six states currently have op-
’ i

erational systems or approaches which relate student general purpose feed
(commonly called tuitijn) to the cost of instruction. These states were ¥

' Colorado, Florida, Kansas, New Hampshire, Oregon and Wisconsin. The sys-

4

tems and approaches uséd by those states are outlined in detail in Appendix

-

Five of the six stétes (Colorado, Florida, Kansas, Orégon and Wisconsin)

. _have a great deal in commor with each other and with the State of washington.\Q\\'
o ' ‘
: A1l of these states have a higher than average percentage of their populltion
‘ |

. enro]]éd in pub]ic higher education and a Tower than'average proportion of

\ <~ eprollments in pr1vate 1nst1tut1ons Their per capita appropriations for
L o
, higher educat1qn are above‘aﬁerage as are their appropriations per. $1,000 of

\ per capita 1ncome Four of the five stat@s emp]oy a 25 percent of cost cri-

<
(1

j\ terion in estab?1sh1ng tu1t1on levels for colleges and un1vers1t1es Forida »
e . ,
1 . uses a 30 percent factor as its ob3ect1vé? a]though when only tu1t1on and ° . P

i ! ’ ] , . R S—




“&
The proportion of New Hampshire's population which is enrolled in public

-

. ' ( .
institutions is among the lTowest. It has relatively large enrollments in -
private institutions and ranks 50th in appropriation levels. Although not

directly related t6 instructional costs, New Hampshire's resident tuition

and fees are among the highést of all U, S: public institutions.

JIn all of the states other than Kansas, the specific tuition rates are )
based on a proportion of instructional co§ts‘ In Kansas, total tuition
revenue must approximate 25 percent of 'nstructibhal costs. A1l of ghe
states allow special fees. (similar to 0( services and activities fees) to
vary among the institutions. Ni;h/gome exceptions, nonresident undergrad-
uates are expected to pay 100 percent of cost;. Insofar .as community col-~

leges are concerne

Colorado applies a 20 percent factor, Wisconsin (for

their area vocational schools) uses 25 percen% or 7 percent depending on

3

ram, OF;gon tuitions are expected to équa] 20 percent, of instruc-
fonal costs and Florida tuitions are set by the local governing boards with

no percentade guideline. Three of the states, Colorado, F]qridé and Wis-

' '
¢

consin, base medical school tuitions on a percentage of cdst. Oregon ad- \

Justs medical school tuitiqn by the percentage increase in the tuition for
w

the rest of their system. . . .

One state uses prior. fiscal year information in setting the next year's

o e

T e—

rates, two states use the costs of thé\EGFFEﬁtjyear in setting the next °

Rl

year's rates, while three states base their rates on éstimate§f”‘1ﬁ‘a%4\\\\

states other than New Hampshire, some deduction of costs (elated to research

‘and extension is allowed. Wisconéin is the only state to include a factor
for depreciation of capital facilitiés.

A1l of the states indicated general sati;




.~ o

.
3
v -

-, .
system and that no major changes were contemplated. A signif{éant,finding

. . y
is that jf no case was the percentage factor for resident students based -

3

on a determination of the relative benefits to the indivjdua].and’the:f§?4 ///

- . L (g
. State. e

/. S
Staff was requested to survey

During the October Council meeting, th
the tuition policies tpat are cupren in existence in other states;

specifically California, Illipefs, Ind{aﬁd, Michigan, and Minnesot@// A - ¢




VI. QUESTIONS RAISED BY THE_RESOLUTION AND. COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS
4 - ) T . . N

Senate*Resolution 1975—131—ca]]s on the Courcil to'address a variety

kY

of questions and maké/recommendations to the 1egis]ature. This, section
* outlines those questions,'the‘study-fipdings, and the recommendations of

the Council. - - . s . ‘
o ‘ ) . .‘ . ‘;
(1) Is it a sound public policy t8°base tuition and fees as a,proportion

_of educational costs? *.

Recommendation #100 as adopted by the Countil for inclusion in the
. L ] ¢

Planning and Policy Recommendations For Washingtgﬁ Postsecondary Education:

)

'1976-1982 document states: "During the .1975-77 Biennium the Coungil for

t , e
Postsecondary Education W1]] develop recommendat1ons for a-public polch
" 7on the portion of costs to he borne by students. As part of these policy o
' . - s £
recommendations, the CounciJ-wi]] propoge methods for determining the edu- ///

cat1ona1 costs related to the 1nstruct1on of students The Counci] wi]]

make 1ts.recommendat1ons to the legislature and the Governor pr1or to -7

' -

. November, 1976." ". , . »

) -

Recompendation 1: The Council for Postsecondary Educat1on reaff1rms the
3
. above recommendat1on and believes‘it is soung¥pub]1c polity to base student

e
E
-

tuition and fees as a proportion of educational costs and recommends active

consideration of this approach by the Leﬁis]ature.

v

h Y

-

(2) Should the "educational costs" inc]ude capttal costs? . N

Techn1ca]]y, the full cost of educat1on includes a]] costs. The ques-'

’"t1on here is posed in operat1ona] terms and asks whether a capita] amort1— '
RN

’ zat1on cost should be included in the pool against whf§q tuition and feesxx

. should be compared. R ) , S
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§ ) .
~ ’ . . P S
From one pgint of view, these costs should be included since facili-

ties support instruction and the "tuition" category is used exclusively for

-~

capital purposes -

»

On the other hand, it can be argued that the state has recognized a
respons1b1]1ty to pro‘;de the facilities for higher educat1on as evidenced
by initial construct1on at The Eve?ﬁreen State College and new community

,co]]eges prior to étudent enroliment. In addition, the voters have ap- .

proved general obligation bonds, both through special issyes and HJR-52,
) e general bonding amendment.‘ a ; - L ®
‘ by
In this context, "tuition" can be looked on as a funding device which

4

allowed the state'to avoid previous constitutional bars to ]éng-term gen-

-

eral debt. Under this logic, if the tuition were not'useq‘for construction
. , : .
it would support operationa] costs Now funded by general tax revenues.
. A .
Therefore, the state is in fact support1ng construction costs, both through

» . general ob]1gat1on bonds and rep]acement of ded1cated tuition revenue.

- _ _ oy - . -

From a technical, point of_v1ew, the"methods of determining capital am-

ortization costs are open to disbute. A straight line dgpreciation method

. L}

understates, the curgent value of the facilities. #A répTacement cost method
tends to overstate the current value since it only deals with current worth

v . . MR . s "
in terms of how much it would co@t to replace facilities and does pr re-

L

+ . Ca . .
flect obsolescence. (Replacement costs now-average 185 percent”of original’

L e ~ . g /

"costs.) Questions also exist\regarding.the assumption of a uniform useful
. / ¢

-

) L s ) : o
life when some structures®(particularly wood-frame) were intended for

i ~

¢ shorter than average use and the extent to which‘brigina] equipment_is to

-

’ be included. See Appendix D for a summary of ‘concerns which have been ex-.
- ' pressed by this subjéct. ’To,be accurate, an on-going abpraisal and highly
, % o >

23
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\ : ,
detailed inventory program wouid be neCessary to ensure fa1rness. . -
’ ) * /

'Recommendat1on%///fﬁe/goun il is ofﬁthe opinion that the state has an ob-

ligation to provide thepducat1ona1 facilities in its pub]1c 1nst1tut1ons
4

and that the dedication of tuition to construction is a fundﬁng device.

7 In addition, the Council believes that capitay/need hould compete w%th. ‘ B
K
operational needs and that tuition funds|not now needed for debt repayment .

»

should be available for operat1ng purposes. The Counc1] therefore recom-

j 2

mends that capital amort1zat1on costs not be 1nc]uded in the total educa-

'y

tional costs for calculating tuition and feesa v T <

-3 ' ’ ’ . °

- A . . ”

(3) “Should the services and activities fees be included in the total fees
© _to Be related to educational costs?

L3
LY

The purpose of the services and activities fee category 1s to prov1de

Ffunds for student act1v1t1es and re]ated programs outside of those pre-

» -
- -

sented ih the budget. Insofar as the state is conterned, they are neither ,
buddeted nor appropriated but are held ]oggiéy/to finance a variety df B
. local pro@rams. Uses include support of student government, newspapers, '
student organizations, recreation, spe;iaﬁ events and, in some’cases;'

/
1ntercol]eg1ate ath]et1cs In the. éase of the four:zear/1nst1tutlons,n

’

-~

In the three older state co’]eges,7a portion

_—

funds are used or pledged f?:/gonstruct1on of student activity facilities.
f these fees are pledged to

dormitory bond redemption<

L . . ; ‘ ‘
In the Council's opinion,” this category is not part of "the cost of 8

higher education which relates to6 instruction of students"” but goes beyond

&

that tost. it would repre

nt a major departure to.expect the genéral tax-

payer tbfsupport the/g, ority of these costs and could Tead to incorporating

~ -
s . " . , -

24




/’studﬁnt‘activities into the state budget with a considerable loss of Tocal

f]exibi]fty to meet varying needs and student priorities. ” .

Recommendation 3; The Council recommends that the services and activities”

fee dategory not be included. 1n the total fees to be d1rect]y ré]ated to -

[

r~° '

educational costs. . < , "
» ‘c- - .. ‘ - . P
s é" o . ’ v
-(4) \1f -sérvices and activities fees do mot relate to educational costs,
jhow shou]d these feks be set? .

As was noted above this fee category supports ]oca] activities wh1ch

>
. ~

vary among 1nst1tut1ons Staff surveys 1nd1cate that 1t 1s common practice
to set these fees ]ocally, although w1thyn/oenera] gu1de]1nes .This seems

. to be an area when 10ca1 bgards could exerc1se d1scret1on as to the 1eve]

-

~of fees and-the1r appl1cat1on to certain groups of students (e.g., evenjng‘

or of f-campus students) although statutory provision is needed to ensure-

bohd repayments in the four-year schoo]s - o=

LX)

A
\Ihg Council 1s aware of the concerns which have been Expressed by stu-

”
dent representatives regard1ng the.uses of revenue from, th1s source and
related progedura1 quest&ons. These concerns have lead to House Reso]ut1on
" [ 3

76-66 wh1ch ca]]s for the -institutional adopt1on of guidelines” and proce-

~

dures. for adequate student 1nput on. budget1ng vand eXpend1tures of these

n

‘fees and a def1n1t1on of the programs and activities to be supported
In view of the testimon wh1ch,has ‘been presented, the Council sees .

tonsiderable merit in setting\maximum Timits on this fee.category. In the




N ) 1
. ~ / i ’ .
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assum1ng the adopt1on of Recommendatjon 10. The followiag example outlines

this }pterre]atﬁonsh1p

\ ' niversities .
‘ Educational Cost "$2,238
\ ,/ Recommended Tuition and Operating Fee Percent .25
1. " * Tuition and Operating Fees, $ 560
7 /// Services and Act1:) ies Fee Percent .20
/ Services and Activities Fee ¥ s 112

/ .

Existing Serviceg and Activities Fee $ 111

L}

Recommendation 4: The Council recommends that services and activities fees

. be set by boards of trustees or regent$ within maximum,1imits based on the

~ following percentages of the total undergraduate resident tuition and oper-

ating fees: un1vers1t1es, twenty percent; three state colleges, forty

A

percént; The Evergreen State College, thirty percent, and community. co]- .

leges, twenty percent. !

(5) Should the-same percentage factor/app]y to each. type of institution?

. - The Counc1] sees cons1derabTe mer1t in dqffe/;ﬂtlatlng the percentage
' rate between types -of 1nst1tut1ons | The//p%ﬁ%rswt1es possess a greater
variety of programg and opt1ons and/ba/e a dépth of resources not ava1]‘
) ab]e at the state co]]eges////pmmun1ty c61]eges are the’ bas1c source of
access to postsecondarf>edd/at1on }he commun1ty\co]1ege ]aw also speaks

. to prov1d1ng ;;;r/gﬁS'to students "at a cost noemally within his*economic

P,

~means". Recoméndation 102 in the Council's P]aﬁniﬁg and Policy Recommen- -

Y -~

. dations also speaks to this .subject as follows: " ... the Council. recom- ‘/'
¢ S ,’/
mends cont1nued ut\]lzat1on of 4 tuition and fee pr1c1ng system that dif- .~
ferent1ates between categories of 1nstruct1on .
Another facto:/yhﬁch shou]d be cansidered- s the different amoufits of
o LI ) ‘ .o g \
<P . . ' r i . - .
e a b . * B . ', .
ar : o . - . oo . ' ~ - * o
» ) . - "‘22" . *
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' L ST | ‘
services and activities fees which would be outside the percentage amount.
- Thesevare currént]y state co]]eges, $157 50*; universities, $111; and
N .
cdmmunity colleges, a maximum of $43.50. Application of'the same percent-
1 . age to the state col]eges as used for the universities would result in
' approximate]y the same tota] charges even though .the costs at the college
ay " is i?wer. \ - ‘ o
: . . Three -~ Two
’ S ) ') Colleges Universities
1. Estimated Educational Cost 52,026 @g $2,238.00 \ _
.7 .22 Percent . ) x .25 /
v .3, Tuition and Operating Fees $ 507 00 % 560 00
. "4, Services and Activities Fees 157.50 .. 111'00
.« s, ) . -$ 664.50 $ 671.00 :
. . = : .
. Recommendation 5: In, establishing the brqpprtions of educational cost to
_ be paid by student tuition and fees, the-Council recommends that differing
percentage factors be applied to the different groupings of institutiﬁh&-_\
- ! 13
. (6) Should the same percentage factor apMy to each re51dent fee category?
There are four ba51c categorres now in the tuition and fee statutes .. ,
* - wﬁqch appT to resident .students: undergradﬁ‘t"**, graduate Vietnam vet-
eran and meFicine, deptisiry and veterihary medicine. The current amounts
'\‘ . ‘.
- are as folfows: Ty . . LN y
R . ! . ) . < State Communi'ty
* -\ Universities Colleges - Colleges . -
. . SNIVET e Lo’ €gEs LollEgES .
, Undergraduate , ~ $564 $507 $249
. . Graduate © $624 : $567 - . -
L Yietnam Veterans: - $432 $360 $210 .
P MD/DDS/DVM = | $675/$632%** - . -- .
] 5 ’ A A ‘
e . *Centra] Washington State College = $145.50. |
**Unde:graduate includes postbaccalaureate students not admitted to graduate 1
- school. '
o ***Veterinary medicine. . |
/ . N~ 27 o %
i

-23- , '




Until 1971, gradugte studentsspaid no additional amount and the Viet-

nam veteran categof& did - not exist in the tuition and fee structure.

Vi%tnam Vet?rans

The act of freezing charg;s Fo Vietnam veterans at 1971 levels has
resulted in these fees being from 15 to 29 percent below those charged to
other Washington {@sidents. Vietnam veterans' tuition and operating fees ¢ .

make up 12 to 15 percent of the full cost of instruction.

Graduate Students

In Asri], 1975, a Council staff survey* of universities in 48 states
indicated that 19 of these institutions charged highe( fees to fesident
graduate students. The diffe(gntia] ranged fromu$25 to $615 pe}'year and
median surcharée was $81. A copy of the table describing the various \
patterns used by other statgs appears on the following page. s \

\Based on the\;D72-73 S;?t Expenditures -Study, we estimated that the , .
Eurreﬂtkinstruqtion related expenditures per graduate student a}e approx

“imately $4,250 at the universities and $3,400 at the colleges. Graduate .

_tuitéon and operating fees now approximate twelve percent of thes& amounts

' at both the universities and the‘§ﬁate colleges, . v
of thg states basing tuition and fees on a proportion o{ cost, three”
'(Nisconsin, Oregon and Florida) apply percefitagé factors to grahuate costs
to-determine graduate tuition and fee 1§vels. .Niscohsin and Qrégon aép]y

a lower percentage (20+ percent).and Florida uses the same_factor for all

-24-

categories on a. per credit hour basis. | ’
/ ' \ .
. *Follow-Up Study of Tuition and fee Comparisons, Abri] 1975. -1
: ¥
Co . ag |
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"Medicine, Dentistry and Veterinaﬁy‘Megipine : , ‘ ]

Determining the "cost'- of medical, déntal‘and veterinary programs is

~——

extremely difficult due to the interre]ationship of\;EEIructjpn, research/

ang/patient service. Based on our 1972-73 éost study and efforgg\o?/;he
American‘Association of Medical Co}leges, the AV@A’and‘other groups, we E

estimate that current costs would fall in range of from $10,000 to $13,000 .
per student. The University of Washington's current per student charge to

!

other states under the WAMI Cooperative Medicé] Program is $12,900 includ-~

\ ing\ca7ﬁté] costs.
/\w/ \\ \

Using the above 2 ount§ as a guide, current resident tuition and oper-

-

)
ating fees.beag-five percent or less of the total cost related to-instruc-

tion in these professional areas.

Recommendation 6: The Council recommends that the different fee categories

be considered individually in establishing percentage of cost factors for

’

" tuition and fee purposes.

, . N T .-

" (7} 'Should the tujtion and operating fees be the same far thé same tyRe ‘. ]
¢ of institution? Should The Evergreen State Cotlege be included with ’ .
; the three older state colleges or treated separately?, |-

) ﬁécomméndat1on:7:. The Council recommends that tuition and operating fee

‘e ¥

[

’ “amounts 6e'idéﬁ£ica] in eacﬁ of the following categories:\\‘

Two universities ’

Three state colleges - :

The Evergreay State College oo

Community colleges ‘ /7

S| W)=

Thfs recommendation is based on tﬁé‘fo]]owing considerations: the

~

.- above institutional groupings are separately set forth in the Council's ‘ -
. pAD . - '

» Planning and Policy Recommendations as having distinct differences in role

N & e =
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and missdon; the institutions in these groupings:have-been funded on the

' same budget assumpt1ons and the1r cost patterns are similar. In. addition,

3 [

consistent treatment within each group w1]] assist the public in under-
- standing the basis for fuition and operat1ng fee‘gharges and minimize con-

fusion.®

-

/
The Evergreen State College has been separated from the gther co]]eges

both for the reasons outlined in the Planning and Po]lcy Recammendations
_
and since we feel that.students at the three older state'colleges_sﬁou]d

not hgve to bear a portion of Evergreen's current high costs per student.

Evergreen also has a flexibility not enjoyed by the older state colleges

in that while their services and activitids fees are the same, they have

'/> -~ no commitments to housing or dining bonds which makes up $75 to $90.of

- . ' ~
s

the total at the other state colleges.

v '
(8) What should be the basis of the cost ca]cu]at1ons and what base year
or years should be used? . . -

-

In addressing this question, the Council reviewed the a]ternatf?es
out]ined in Apnendix E which had been presented in the January staff re-
, port. The recommendation is'hased on the fo]]ow?ng considerationS:
(Rf The full cost of instruction should be based on factors developed ~

. e
through a thorough study of expend1tures 1n ‘order to proper]y a]]ocate

costs to 1nstruct1on, research and publ1c serv1Ce funct1ons Wh]le
1t is possible to exc]ude certa1n large cost e]ements (federal coop-

erative extensiond for exampte) the costs of-operating and maintaining

the physical plant and the overall costs of administration among

others need to be proper]y apportioned to the functions they support.’

[
v L
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(B)' The rates which are determined should be known well in advance. This

— _ allows %ccurate‘esximates of revenue to be made for budgeting by all

’

parties 1nvo]ved the 1nst1tut1ons, the Goverd///and the ]eg1s]ature

.

This a]so enables prospect1ve studéﬁts to pTan more effectively and

helps in f1nanc1a1 ald.epackaglng., . ” y
. (C) The base shou]d not be subject toE:jTBpfery (a]be1t substant1a1) f1uc—

N

-

tuations due to over- or under- Iment which could- significantTy
imPact'per.student expenditures. For example, the under-enrollment

i . AR ’ . ( >

T at Western Washington State Collége produced temporarily high unit -

costs which deciinéd rapidly when savith’were possible. The current
e r

over- enro]]ment in the commun1ty colleges has deppessed unit costs

which, if past exper1ence 9s a guide, will be corrected in the next
. 4

v

-

biennium. oL B

(D) The bdse should reflect the public policy decisions of the 1egis}dture

through the appropridtion process and contain specific financial and

. éhnoylmeet assumptions which can be used in the calculation process.
The approach that appears to meet all of the above considerations 'is
’ . one which is an adaptation of alternative 2 in Appeqdix E. That is to base

the rates for the ensuing biennium on the planned and budgeted level of

\e
fupding and enroliment for the current bieqnium. ’i ’ |
> ﬁec?dgendatibh 8: " The Council recommepds that tuition ;nd operating fees )
Se adjusted biennia]]y with'undergraduate‘resident rates for the‘ensuidg R .‘;
biennium based “on educational costs calculated on the bas1s of the bud-
geted 1evels for the current biennium through app]1cat1on oﬁ‘factors and ) ‘
ratios der1ved from\the most recent Counc11 cost ana]ys1s The budgeted » ,“ N
, levels wou]d be the fund1ng and enro]]ment amounts used in thé budget on - .
e . . ‘ . ' S ' - i- ’ v '
gy - o /(.‘-f
Q .. : ’ . T .28- o —
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which original appropriations wekq based as adjusted by subsequent legis-

lative and executive action during the biennium.

It is the Council's opinion that if this method were used, rates for

the ‘next biennium would be known well in advance for budgeting and planning

‘bhgfoses. There would be ample 0 portunity to monitor and review proce-
dures and last minute miscalculatipns can be avoided while still basing

the system on a cost anaiysis base|and the policy decisions of the preced-

"ing legislature. -«

(9) What elemeénts should comprise the cost base? C ’

~

%his is an extremely important\question since the composition of the \\\\

cost base is critical tp .the entire system. In view of previousZand cur-

: fent efforts”in §tudying unit expenditures, it is appfropriate that the base

~

vconsist.of those elements which direct]y or indir
£

tly support the instruc-

the following elements shou1q be included:
(A) Direct'Costs As They Can Be Attributed(To Inftruction*

< -- Salaries and fringe benefits|df instructional personnel
_-- Salaries, wages and fringe benefits of support personnel in in-
structional departments; e.g|, lab assistants, secretaries
-- Salaries, wages and fringe benefits of supervision, e.g., depart-
ment €hairmen, directors ' Y
-- Non-salary costs of instructional departments insofar as they
:support instruction directly lor the personnel outlined above

Note:- The above applying to student credft hours in the academic
year. Excludes incremental costs of summer programs, non-
credit instruction and contract instruction.

4 N t

\ | ’
’ _— .

*As opposed to research or public serﬁfce

o

N




(B) Other Educational Costs: The Expenditures of the Following Activities

—~

-- Adm1ss1ons '

-- Reyistration ' ‘ - . \\\\\~‘
¥ -- Counseling

-- Health Services

-- Testing '

~- Financial Aid Administration

-~ Student services to certain groups, e.g., m1nor1ty programs, for-

éign student programs, veterans, etc.

-~ Student services administration and related services

(C) Indirect Costs: Proportions of the Following Activitﬁés

-~ Libraries and learning resources
. -- Academic computing support
-- Ancillary support, e.g., demonstration school’s
»: == Other academic administration —
-- Operation and maintenance of the phys1ca1 plant
Q:_Inst1tut1ona] management (general administration)

¢ N

In the area of exclusions, cost centers.dﬁtsjde the state budget
structdre would not be in¢luded. Acttvities in this category are 61::—
iary enterprises (e.g., housing and dining), 1nterco]]eg1ate atbi/i1c&
and student aquv1ty programs financed from services and act}%1t1es fees.
Cap1ta1 amortization costs, financial aid grants and research and public
service activities would be specifically excluded. The indirecf costs as-
sociated with all of the-above activities would also be excluded.

} .
In order to ensure good public understanding of the costs which are

14 - )
used in the‘calculations we would suggest that ‘there be ample opportunity
provided.to executive and legislative bodies to review the-criteria, def-

initions and procedures The detErmination'of costs should therefore be

_made as early as poss1b]e in each eveh numbered year, but fo]]ow1ng any

spec1a1 sessipn in that year. ‘ -

5

Recommendation 9: The Council recommends that the educational cost base

include both direct and indirect costs related to instruction during the

-~

& o . 34 - -
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academic_year, plus’the costs of student services to the extent incTLded

-

in the budget on which appropriations are based. Elemgnts excluded from {

R <

the cost base would include the direct and indirect costs of research and Vs

o

public service activities, self sustaining activities, capital amortization

costs,. summer programs, intercollegiate athletics, auxiliary enterprises,

K . financial aid grants and ‘student activity programs financed from sepvices

and activities fees. .
\&* '. ' J ‘/
The Council also recommends that the full cost of educational services

*

be determined for undergraduate students in acggrdance with criteria, def-
P —— o ’ -

—-— /
initions and procedures developed by the Council and reviewed by the Gov-

. ernor or his Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Managewent and subject

1

"to the final approval of an appropriate legislative committee or committees.

'

The determination should be made as early as poéé;b]e in each even numbered

. year, but following any special session in thét year,

. . e / -

(10) What proportions or ratios shou]d be«app11ed to_determine tuition » and \ :
operating fees? = | 1

’ The State of Wash1ngton uses a ”yljffr/§1§Ienr/? f1nanc1ng postsecon— '
dary educat1on wherein both the taxﬁg €r and the students and the1n -
L

faM1]1es) shaDe in the costs. In the course of this study, the staff has .

\

A —

«

surveyed -- by letter, phone and in person ~- those states which relate

“

fees to the cost of instruction. Intaddition, we have contacted a number

of states who haxg, i oposed such a-relationship. We have also reviewed
» . s

b]e ]1teratureJon this subJéct (wh1ch is cons1derab1e) In no

the avai

kd

e proportion of tota] costs wh1ch spould be borne by the’

-

student or the taxpayer. This was true in both the case of states which

-~

-
+

' .95

A P
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had implemented a "cost sharing" system and those which were exploring such

a system.

’

Arguments can be, and heve been, made for the position that students
should pay® the full cost of education beyond the high school. Those favor- -
ing this position argue that the only quantifiable benefits are financial -
and Sétrue in greatest measure to the individual. Equa]]y strong arguments
can be made that society should bear the who]e,cost of as much educat1on

as an individual can attain due to the psych1c-soc1et@],benef1ts of an

4 o ~ ¥ | )
: educated citizenry*, 8 . .

‘ Most states, however, have takKen the same approach as .Washington, that

the cost of higher education or its benefits cannot be definitely attrib-

»

- - - - ﬂ
utable to either clientel -+ society or the student_-- that it is a mixed

»

cost broducing mixed benefits. The discussion then centered on what i? a

reasonab]e and fair share for each.

-

s If the extremes of full cost pricing and zero tuition are hot imple-

~

mented (and they have not been fully 1mp]emented in any state), it becomes >

} a matter of judgement as to the proport1on of the 1nstruct1ona1 cost which

shoald be borne by the users of instructional services. As Bowen and g

-

-1

SerVe]le** point out, "The controversy is bas1ca]]y one of values and P '

A

Judgements Ne1ther side can ove?ﬁﬁe]m the other " They go on to note

7
’
A . ' -
. - " ;
. .
" .

.

l“
-

*A discussion of the various points of view are available ¥n a number of,
papers and monographs. For further information,. it is suggested that the
reader refer to the June, 1973 Carnegie Commission report, Higher Educa-
tion: Who Pays? Who Benefits? Who Should Pay? and the Commission's
April, 1974 supplemental statement, Tuition. Both- contain excellent
bibliograph1es Chapter 2 of the Council’s report, Financing Postsecon-
dary Education in the State of Washington, also includesvan extensive
discussion of this subject.

» ~

**Bowen, Howard and Servelle, Paul, Who Benefits From H1gher Education -- And——————s.|
¥ho Shou]d Pay? wash1ngton D.C. ERIC, 1972

36
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that, "Basically the finance of American higher education continues to be

a mixed system ... evolved to meet the exigencies of\institutions and stu-

demts and it has been a product of the complex cross-currents of\American
po]ities." |

Within this context, the determination of th@~propottion of the cost
of educat1ona1 services to be borne by the users §s a matter of\\odgement -
which ultimately must be ‘made by nub11c policy makers, in th1s case the

legislature. Under Senate Resolution 1975-131, the Council is asked to

make recommendations on this subject in keeping with its statutory respons-

ibility to ”stde levels of fees and charges to étudents,ahdn;ﬂhen neces-
_ - . ./// N
sary, make recormendations to the institutions, legislature and governor."
(A) Undergraduate Resident Students °
. ’ R
As the survey discussed in Section V indicates, those states which base

-,

tuition and fees on a percentage of cost have tended to center on a twenty-

five percent factor* for the four-year 1nst1tut1ons and twenty percent in

'two—year 1nst1tut1ons TMose states which have made recommendations on

this subject have tended to focus on a one- th1rd factor for four-year nsti-

tutions which is consistent w1th the recommendations of the Carnegie Com-

» L]

mission on Higher'Education The ComhiSsion recommended in Who Pays?

L4
v P

"Who -

Benefits? Who Should Pay? a Tow or no tu1t1on po]1cy for commun1ty co]Teges

and a one-third of cost position for four-year 1nst1tut1ons

In its supplement Tuition (1974),, the Carnegie Commission provided ex-

tensive information on the proportion of education and general expenditures**

. .
. P -
N @ . o ’ ’/“/

-

*Including Florida, when student aid and student service fees are excluded.

**Excluding research. This base is somewhat larger than that recommended
earlier since it includes extension and public service and all general
1nst1tut1ona1 expenditures as opposed to a pro rata sharing.

37
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borne by revefiue .from tuitigﬁ and fees which provide education and general

income. While the base is somewhat different, the proportions and the ;

' relationships among types of public iAstitutions aré of. interest. In

1971-72 the proportions were as follows: C

. \ Universities . . . . . . .. .. ... ... 92319
Comprehensive Colleges and Universities /
and Liberal Arts Colleges . . . . . . . . 19.5% - 22.8% .
Two-Year Institutions . . . . . . ... . . 16.7%

¢
In the first two years after tuition and fees were last increase4/in
Washington, the sum of tuition and operating fees bore the following per-
centagé relationships to educationa costs: universities, 25%; threeistate ;

and community colleges, 17.5%. (See

colleges, 21%; Evergreen, 12,57

Tqb]e I for a year by year breakdown, ) , ) ’ J
: The infgrmation in Table IIT Sn ;be following page is proyidéd to put

;He possibYe alternatives iﬁ 5erspective. Educational costs for 1975-76

are estimated based on xhé 1972-73" study .applied to, 1975-76 budgeted amounts

3
-
e

and Anclude the ¢lements outlined in the discussion of the previous recom- )
ndation. Services aq%;gctivitiés fees are shown ‘at existing statutory /
‘ ' “levels. * ///////////‘ )

N .
' /// . B _ oY
L Recommenﬂﬁzqon 10. The Council for Postsecondary Educatioh recommends that

/. the total of tuition and operating fees bharged to resident undergraduate -

. v g . . ) : . . .
" students bear the following relationships to'undergraduate educational costs:

P g
M_,N«~“C55;/Un¥versities, one-fourth or twenty-five percent , . .
PR ”éf/ﬁg) Ihree state colleges, one-fifth or twenty percent , S

=7 (€] The Evergreen State College, one-fifth or twenty pércent
AD) Community colleges, one-sixth or sixteen and two-thirds percent

.
.4

- ' -
’ ~

. *The effect of_the larger base is highlighted in that those institutions
L, - with more resed nd public service activity were dt 21 percent while .
the other subcateg ed from 25 percent to 26 percent.* \
« . N
C*& . W K3 /
. . 38 - ‘
S - . -3 ’

i
|
%
1
i
<
|
)
1
!
i
]
|
1
i




!

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE PERCENTAGES
Undergraduate Tuition apd Operating Fees to Educational Costs

/ 1 ) - . % TABLE III

S , \ |
’ 1 ion and Serviges and '
Apera 1ng Fees Activities Fees Total
. Universities N
' Current (20.2%) v 453 $111 . $ 564
15.9% 336 111 447
16.7% (one-sixth) 374 . 111 © 485
20.0% (one-fifth) 448 ) 111 559 '
25.0% (one-fourth) 560 111 671
30. 0% 671 111 782
, 33.3% (one-third) 745 117 856
100. 0% ’ $2,E38' $111 - $2,349'
Three State College Average* \
|
- Current (17.2%) A $157.50 $ 507
' 15.0% . 157.50 462
16.7% (one-sixth) 157.50 , 496
20.0% (ope-fifth) . 157 .50 563
s 25.0% (dne fourth) 157.50 665
ﬁ . 30.0% 157.50 766
e ~ 33.3% (ohe-th1rd) 157.50 833
100.0% ‘ ) $157.50 $2,185.50
The Evergreen: State College ‘ ‘ )
\ Current (10.9%) $157.50 $ '507
15.0% ; . 157 .50 637.50
16.7% {onetsixth) . 157.50 =+ 691 .
p 20.0% (one4fifth) " 157 .50 807.50
25.0% (oné-fourth) . - 157.50 . 957.50
= 30.0% 157.50 1,117.50}
P 33.3% (one-third) 157.50. =~ 1,224
-t 100.0% [ - $157.50 $3,357.50
Community Colleges 4 ’ )
h) ' »
Cugrént (14.5%) . $ 205.50 " $43.50 $ 249 Lo
. 1570% _ 212.50 43.50 : 256
. . 16.7% (one-sixth) ; -236'50 ' 43.50 . 280
. 20.0% (one-fifth) 283.50 _ 43.50 327
25.0% (one-fourth) 354.50 . 43.50 398
30.0% 425.50 s~ 43.50 469
33.3% (one-third) 472.50 . 43.50 516

100. 0% ) ‘ $1,417 - $43.50 $1,460.50

. . *EWSC and WWSC pattern shown. CWSC operating fees‘are $12 higher and sergices
‘and activitijes fees are $12 Tower. . <

Q o 39 \ .
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. 2.
Further, that the total tuition and operdting fees at The Evergreen State
‘ .
College not exceed those of the two unj&ersities.

follows::

v

The Council also suggested thit:;f these recommendatio?s are implemented
that the Evékgreen Board of Trustees' carefully consider its level of services
and activities fees gnd their impact on total charges to studenti attending
that institution. - 1 ! D

The Council recognizés that‘other alternatives are possible, iné]uding
higher objectives with a‘phase-jn period, but beljéves that the recom?bnded
proportions reflect %ts basic policy and planning recomﬁendétions and’recog-
nize 6ractica1 realities. It could be contended, for exampTe,'xhat the
co]feges and universities should be at the same percentage. \The-facf that
the three colleges have made commitments to long-term debt of auxiliary
facilities should be taken int6 account. As the table jndicates, the total
chérge at 25 percent woull be $665, only $6 1o@er than %he universities.

The application of the 20 percent ?actor‘résults in an overall re]atjon?hjp
to the universities which is in keep%ng with the planning objéc;ives, The
recomniended level for community co]]egeg recognizes the commitment to access

in;the plan and theVstatutory objective of keeping costs ﬁorma]1y within the

»

students' economic means. .
N . ‘& ’ f
(B) Vietnam Veterans . ' A

. .During the debate on the 1971 tuition éﬁd‘fea increase measure, the
legislature amended the proposal to exempt.veteréﬁs of the Vietnam‘conf1ict

from the payment of any ihcrease in tuition and'fees-aﬁgye jevels. in effect

~in March 1971. The exemption applies only to resident students.” The dif-
Y ’ ~

ferences in éharge§'tq these individuals and_other reSident students is as

-
o 7 .
& " ’
-

© 40

, .
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v V ~ ; '
’ o ixe =
i . Vietnam Dollar
Resident Yeteran Percent Difference
Universities . -
N Undergraduate , $564 $432 | 76.6%+/ - $132
GCaduate . "o 624 432 69.2% 192
. \ T -
State Colleges \ L
Undergraduate $507 $360 71.0% © %147
Graduate 567 360 63.5% 207
Community Colleges £ 5249 $210 84.3% $ 39
. . ) . )
’~<) The Council has taken the following factors into account in making its
‘ recommendation on this fee category: ’
(1) The eligibilit{of these students for G. I. Bill benefits which
- ‘ P ¥ ., - /
i n tota] $2700 for a ten month period for single veteransy .
N - AR A L L <3 o ‘: V,
¢ (2) Tﬁe desirability of equity in a system where tuition and operat-
Ay (:t; /,;4 -~ ing fees are based.on-a propbrtion*of educational costs; and
\. - (3) Igs overall policy. of opposing waivers which are not based on
. — . ¥
' fidancial need. 6//////’ i, '
‘ . £ 4
. Recommendation 11: The Council rectmmends that the statute exempting Viet-
—
' nam Veterans from tuition and fee increases be repealed and that these
" individuaks the same tuitlon and fees as other resident students.
4 /~/ - " ’ .
' ~ s ’ . . c /:W—
(C) Graduate Students and ‘Students Enrolled in Medical®and Dental Programs

L 4

LR

b v\:\gifi.and professional® education. 3
T e . .

s 4 i ~ 4 ' - s
T Insofar as graduate and medica]ﬂand déntal students are ;oncerned, we

not in the same grdportions as undergraduates. These programs
- hd ‘ ) o 3

can be £Lontrolled in terms of the public's interest in the amount of highly

trained indivjdu31s in éertain fields. The.state has no-overall commitment

rto access in this area but hys a specific interest in the results of grad-
V. A . .

© : < Lo




¢

Another factor to be -considered. is the lack of student aid for these .
students, many of whom have a]ready 1ncurred lorig-term debt in the1r under/,/
graduate education. Until such t1me as the many questions as to the'state S
inﬁerest in graduate and professional education 15 resotved and,effect1ve
financial aid can be made'avai]abfe, the Cbuncf]”suggests that these rates .
be set as a proportion of the fates for resident students using the current

T

relationships as a guide. This approach is illustrated for graduate stu-

dents in Table IV on the following page. ¢

Recommendation 13« iﬂe Council recommends that the tuition and operating * -

s ~% -
fees charged to graduate students be based on one hundred fif%éen percent ¢

of the tuition and operating feés paid by undergraduate studepts. -

Recommendation 13: The Council recommends that the tuition and operating {

fees charged to students enrolled in prog?ams leading to the degrees gof

doctor of medicine, doctor of dental surgery-and doctor of veterinary med-

. { .
icine be based on one hundred sixty percent of the tuition and operating

fees paid by undergraduate students.

.
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TABLE v ¢
) . \ COST PER FTE GRADUATE STUDENT AND
—-SUGGESTED METHOD OF CALCULATING R
TUITION AND OPERATING FEES o |
+
Universities State Colleges !
1972-73 $3,286 ' $2,692 .
, Percent Increase in Cost to 1975-76 30% 26%
Estimated 1975-76 Cost Per Student ot $4,255 - $3,399
Current Tuition and Operating Fees $513 (12.0%) $409.50 (12.0%)
Impact of Alternative Pércéntaqés v ,
) . Tuition and ‘ Services and .
. Universities Operating Fees Activities Fees ‘Iata1 j
' Current (12.0%) . $ 513 $111 . " $ 624 ,/
15.0% N 638 111 749
16.7% ' 711 111 822 ’
- 20.0% 851 A1, . e 962 '
© 25.0% 1,064 111 - 1,175 ..
~ 30.0%- 1,276 o m 1,387
- M 1,418 o 111 1,529
P '100 0% $4,255 ©S111 ) - '$4,366
‘ ‘ Thne\fstate Col]eges D ’ ) -
*'Current\ﬁ?.\ﬂ%) ¢ 409.50° $157,.50 $ 567 -
15.0% — 509. 50‘ - + 7 °157.50 _bB67 .
16.7% ST 566,50 157.50 7 I
«  20.0% L \\\\\ 679.50 N "157.50 < 837 /_
. 25*0? ~849.50 157.50 . 1,007 )
30.0% - 1,019.50 ] . 157.50 : 1,177
33.3% 1,132.50 157.50 1,290
100. 0% “ $3,399.50 $157.50 * $3,557
\ ¥ . ‘
\\ —J—————j ————————————— RN R e 3
' > ~ Suggested "Method I T T o
- Universities ,StatefColJeges <o
" Under Uate fuition and Operating PN . o
e . oot $560 (25%) - $405,50 (20%) '
-t Gradugte Factor ) ~ 115% . 15% : ‘.
-7 ‘bgsdu te Tuition and Operating Fee $644 - (15%) 66:50 (14%)1 e ;
. Services and Activities Fees |, . $111 - - //$157.50 - ; ‘

- . it
N 3

$755 . /. $624.00 -

’




' VIT. NAIVE&E)OF TUITION AND FEES i}

Senate Resolution 1975-131 a§ks the Council for recommendations deal-

ing with waivers of tuition and/or fees for various-categories of individ-

3

uals now set forth by’statute. As the following inventory j]]ustrates,
there ‘are thirteen such programs aiding over 11,000 people through need
based waivers, special exemptionsor full or partial waivers due tg the

individual's status or re]ationship

,

With the cooperatr’h of the State Board for Commun1ty College Educa-

.

tion, Council staff surveyed each 1ns%;tut1on to determ1ne the degree to'

] " which each program is be1ng‘used. Although in some cases estimates have ) \f?
S been used, the. tota] are reasonab]y ref]ect1ve of the extent of. use. Thatj
) N nformatlon, a]ong w1th a br1ef descr1pt1on of each program fol]ows - - ‘ <
’: (1) "Three Percent" wa1ver Program © RCW 28B. 15. 530 — '

- i . A x
BTN ; Pr0v1des that 1nst1tut1ons may wa1ve tuition, opgrat;ng—;nd‘;;r;;ces‘

and’ act1v1t1es fees'?or»needy or d1sadﬂ3ntaged wash1ngton res1dents

) ' and that the _total amount of all sdch wa1vers sha11 not exceed th?ee “

/ . < L e 1
percent of, totaT col]ect1ans

-

. . nonres1dents This progr

c]us1vevof the added amOu

| was 1nst1tuted 1n, 1 bnd Js 1n opera-. .

4

tion as a basic part
._g 4

’

the state’'s f1nanc1a1 aid- e}fort Approx1v e S

\ »
N y mate number of dents aided in.1974= 75‘ 5, 656 R R -
... (2) Bling Stud fs Assistance: RCH 288.10. 210 . NP | o
. . . [y o v o
RO T Prov deg/that no blind student sha]] be charged any\tu1t10h or }abor~- . C, .

e

:;///////3tory fee by any‘state 1Bst’tut1on -Thig program daJFs back to 19;\\\\§ﬁ LT

C and is supp]emented by appropriations. for other. ass1stance which:are
/. 4 . - ) N ‘ -/‘ .o
. madé to the Council. Approggmate number of_students ided in 1974:75: RN
. -~ . ¢ L - - . h

J N . J
. , -
40 | L 4 , . [ , 2 K -
o . A . N .
T . ., - » ¢ . ‘




{3)" High School Completion: RCW 28B.15.520-525

Allows community colleges to waive tuitfon, operating and serbiées

and activities fees for needy students pursu1ng a h1gh school diploma

or certificate. Authorized in 1969 and adm1n1stered .as a part of the

three percent program. Several attempts (including an appropriations

- #4 act proviso) have been made to eliminate the "needfﬁg[jgegjaJ__Ap;,.4.,f~«/";;

\ e

prox;:;fe/nﬂmber,of students aided in 1974-75: 1,218. .

(4) “Childrén of Law Enforcement Officers or Fire Fighters Deceased or
Told11y Disabled in the Line of Duty: RCW 28B.15.380, 28B.15.520 )
nd 288.40.361 _ - ]

-

Allows waiver of tuition, operating and services and activities fees
for such ch1]dren‘9ver the age of nineteen years. Initiated in 1973.

No students 1dent1f1ed as being aided in 1974-75. ' St

' . o]

~

Various Veterans Programs*

~ ~
~

* .o : -~ .
S (5) Children of Deceasedw~er Totally Incapacitated Veterans: RCW 28B.10.250

Provides that no "tuition” shall be charged to such children when cer-
R B

| s ,tified by the Council for Postsecondary Educat1on The program bzﬁij/;////,/////
;, -
e . , in 1937 and is st1]] in_ operation.. fhpproxnmate mber of stude g
e r ) ' o - N //
aided in 1974-75: 712. ‘ ] . /)/,//
.. (6) Childrem~s&POW's or MIA's: RCW 288.10.265 P

Provides that no tu1t1on operat1ng or services aeg/gct1v1t1es fees

Fid

ba] be charged to children of persons who~%1ved in Washington and

_,// - - 3 - - '
were classified as a prisoner.ef War or was m1ss1ng/*ﬁ action in * .
| . *

Southeast Asia or—Korea after 1971. Enacted in 1972., Approximate

o \
number of\students aided in 1974-75: 5. I

SN ‘ . L

» *In addition to reduced rates for 10,913 veterani/ef/the Vietnam conflict.

- 45 / o
Q o . ‘ _41_/ . *
,EMC T T s
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e

. pd -
(7) Veterans Who Have Exhausted Federal Benefits (Universities and State
Co]ﬂeges Qn]y)E RCW 28B.15.380 and 28B.40.361

. —_— i e
Authorizes the waiver of tuition, operating and serviCes and activi-

.

ties fees for such re§jdeﬁf'9eterans and the wgiver of half of the
‘amount for nQpPe§ﬁdents. Authorized in 1947 and amended in 1569, but
has not been generally implemented. Approximate number of stgpents

_.~"aided in 1974-75: 31 (University of Washington only).. -
< TQ\/ T _ s ' _

Waiver Programs: Universities

V—

(8) Foreign Students, Universities: RCW 28B.10.200

Provides the two universities may each waive the tuition, operating

and services and activities fees for up to 100 foreign students each

-

_year. This program begaﬁ in(1945 and is in operation. Approf%mate

s

¢ number of students aided in 1974-75: 182. : //////,///”///

(9) University Staff Members: RCW 23B.15.380(2)

-

Provides that members of the staffs of the two universities may re-
ceive waivers of tuition, operating and services and activities fees.
The authorization dates back to 1921 and_is in operation on a selec-

tive basis. Approximate number of students aided {n 1974-75: 1,019
e $
(University of Washington only)

-~ T 7

{10) Public School Teachers Supervising Cadet feachers From the University

of Washington: RCW 28B.15.350(3) '

Similar waivers as in B above are authorized. No students identified .

. as being aided in 1974-75. ’
h: 4

Waivers of Nonresident Fees: RCW 288.15.104

*

—

Certain classes of people are entitled by this .statute to classification

as Washington residents for fee purposes: -

“




(11) Any person whd is employed not less than twenty hours per week at an v

. institution, and the children and spouses of"such persons. Approx-

& » r .

imate number of students aided in 1974-75: 1,822.
(12) Military personnel and federal employees residing or stationed in
the State of Washington, and the children aﬁﬁ spouses of “such mili-
* N tary personnel and federal employees. Approximate number of étudents
aided in 1974-75: " 558.
(13) A1l veterans, as defined in RCW 41.04.005 whose final permanent duty
/E;ation was in the State of Washington so long as such veteran is
//'receiving federal vocational or educational benefits conferredAby
/////// /////// virtue of his mi]itary service. Approximate numbgr of student; aideg
in 1974-75: 79.

.

The*total number of students aided by these programs in 1974-75 was 11,322.

As the above listing indicates, the tuition and fee statutes of Wash-
ington are not applied to the same extent to all classes of people. Exemp-
tions have béen used to compensate or reward groups, recognize neea\or a

"pérceived social obligation or provide a fringe benefit. C]assificaéion,
or nonresidents as residents has been used to recognfze federal employee
transfer policies and to provide immediate resident classification for in-
stitutional employees including graduate teaching as;istants.

As a genera]‘po]icy, the Council opposes waiver programs which are not
need based and where no overriding educational néed‘exists.”‘The Council
recognizes that the legislature has determined that specific groups should
be accorded an educational bengfit by virtue of service or circumstaﬁcés,
but feels that these programs should be periodically reviewed to determine.

- whether these programs are still necessary.

~ . | 47 . -
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Recommendation 14: The Council recommends that the legislature carefully -

. review each tuition and fee wajver program with the objective of retéinfng

-only those which are based on need. To the extent that tuition and fee

waivers are continued, they should be made more visible in order -to pro-

Qide an opportunity for continuing review. The Council therefore recommends

that each tuition and fee waiver program shogld be Tisted in the Governor's

.
A .

budget along with the number of students aided in each year. The cost of

the program, in terms of lost revEﬁﬁé,'shou]d also be indicated. Those '

4

" programs which are continued should not‘be optional but shqud‘be consis-

X tently applied within criteria or 1imits set forth by the law establishing .

the, program.
<

Recommendation 15: The Council specifically recommnends that the legislature,

-

[

in~{ts 1977 *reqular session, abolish or modify the following programs:

(A) Public School Teachers Supervising Cadet Teachers From The Unjversity
of Washington: RCW 28B.15.380(3). Repeal is,_recommended. '

This’ program is not now in use and is not planned to be used to’the

best of our knowledge.

(B) University Staff Members: RCW 28B.15.380(2) Repeal is recommended.

——y—

Several other‘fbur-year&institutions have adopted reduced rate sched-

+

ules for staff members enrolled part-time; usually in courses related
to their employment. We do not question the desirability of staff

development, but feel that either the reduced rate apdroach should bg

used or that the program be funded as the staff development activities o
of state agencies are funded, or that a possfb]e approach combining
the two alternatives be developed. In either case, we recommend that

RCW 28B.15.380(2) be repealed.

18 .




/

Veterans Who Have é}hausted Federal Benefits:
28B.40.361
ro11edu

RCW 28B.15.380(1) and
Repeal is recommended except for students currently en-

This program is now in use only at the University of Washingtop where,
31 World War Il veterans are now refeiving wéivers. The Council rec-
ommends that the program be terminatéd';t such time as these individ- .
uals have complgted their .courses of study and that(the ?rogram nqt be
initiated at an%‘other indtitution. . |
Blind Stu&ents Assistance: RCW 28B.10.215 Amending the statute is

recommended to eliminate the waiver and increase the direct allocation
amount.

,Currently only the tuition and laboratory fees are waivedi The stu-

.

dents receiving this aid are also covered by vocational. rehabilitation
or the Council's direct aid.program, which is authorized by this stat-

ute. Both support programs could pay the tuition and laboratory fées

(in the césg of vocational rehabi]iEation, federal funds make up the

major sharé) and the waiver provisions can be abolished and the blind

.

fgzadents would not be adversely affected if the allocation amounts in

the statute were increased.

L

~
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. SENATE RESOLUTION
) 1976 - 13}

»"'@
N

. By Senators Sandison% Goltz, Benitz, Scott, Odegaard, Donohue and Guess

: WHEREAS, It is recpgnized that the benefits of public higher edu-
| cation are-stidred by both the individual who enrolls and society in ’
i general; and . R ' ot .
- WHEREAS, There has been considerable public debate, both within the
state and nationally, concerning the portion of the cost of an in¢ividual's ™
instruction which should be borne by the student and the state; and T ?’\ -
WHEREAS, Tuition and fees in Wishington's public unidersities, col- :
' leges, and community colleges, are established as detailed rate schedules . :1
ket within the statutes and have been adjusted in,the past primarily in re- i
% sponse to financial problems facing higher edﬁcat%on and not in terms of a
standard policy as to the sharé\Qf costs which should be borne by the F
student; and . ’ ‘ 5
WHEREAS, A uniform, well undérslood methadology for determining the -
E#} costs relatad to instruction of students in universities;—colleges and .
‘f community colleges is necessary in order to consider_policies in this area; {
g NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Senate Higher-Education =~ «°
and Ways and Means-€ommittees shall, with the cooperation of the Councit - °
. for Post-secondary Education and various public universities and state '
colleges, the State Board Tor-Gomunity College Education, the Office of

Program Planning and Fiscal Managed?ﬁtﬁ*and~4e tive staff, develop,
test and recommend a standard method of determining. t of higher ;
education which relate to instruction of students, both inclusivemand.

i} exclusive of related capital costs. Such methodology should contain pro-

X vision for estimating per student costs for the biennium following l¢gis-
lative appropriations of funds for, higher education institutions. -

' BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Council for Post-sggondary Educa-

tion shall survey the methods used by those states which relate student

¥
[
tuition and fees to—higher education costs, along with the policies of %
i
t

-\.../t'\_ FEEN 5 N,

X S

4 PR . »
N St W

thdse states as to the-portiom which'is to be borne by students. »

. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Council for Post-secondary Educa-
tion shall make recommendations concerning the proportion of cost which
should be borne by the various categories of students in Washington's
public universities, state colleges and community colleges, including
recommendations dealing with waivers of tuition and/or fees for various
categories of individuals now set forth by statute.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, The Council fop Post-secondary Education
shall submit a prelimihary report,of its Firdings-and recommendations to
the Senate Committee og Higher Edugation of-or “héfore November 1, 1975, and;

a final report by not later than January 15 1976.4 ’ .
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<3;.- BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That a copy of this resolution be trans- =3
("3‘ mitted immediately upon adoption by the Secretary of the Senate to the
;-,;f' House of Representatives, the Council for Post-secondary Education, State | -]
g/\t‘ Board for Community College Education, and the Office of Program Planning -5
%y and Fiscal Management. : dia
& | I
Rl '
— o | :
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e
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. { :'i" ,
,‘5\ I, Sid Snyder, Secretary of the
&4 Senate, do hereby certify that this iy
. £ 1s a true and correct copy of : . .
; Senaté Resolution,1975-131, adopted
B4 by therfenate, June 9, 1975. °
- .
- &= 3
- _
B s swoe -
< Secretary of the Senate “
ij §
= iy | | ’
\\\ ;\* ( . ’ )
N ( 2 v
~——— ~ )
, : i
fds>
/ ’ . F
S~ .‘%{
— R
. }s
I N Wiz
(L]
. , i
: T S
o g N AR At e N e & B e T by A TR ’
| Q ; g ‘l& i }\% ""iu«--w; '."" ."’. "'ﬁq "" Qs A )
 ERIC T |
= [ ond
| o2

.
.
-
.
. e
4
.
-
J
- -
-~
\*.
+ \\
~—
~3
. 3
-
-
0
E
-
N
-
-~ -4
.
.
.




(VAN

|
/l
{
/
/
e

A \\
L \ N
N APPENDIX B \
A\‘\- _ \\ -:
[ Y < \\\\
\\\ - e h
- ) ~ ., AN
TTSURVEY OF SYSTEMS USED-BY-STATES \\
T~ ' WHICH. BASE TUITION AND FEE RATES  _ ~
77—~ _ON A PROPORTION-OF INSTRUCTIOMAL - COSTS' P ' ‘
-y '
// ‘
&
/ /
N
. .
!
pray
)
. |




SURVEY OF SYSTEMS USED BY STATES
WHICH BASE TUITION AND. FEE RATES
ON A PROPORTION OF INSTRUGTIONAL COSTS -

Appendix B contains the detailed results of the survey conducted by
the Council in response toASenate Reso]utieh 1975-131. The resolution

. directed the Council to determine those states which relate tuition and
N v . . .
fees to instructional costs and the policies of those states.

As a result of a review of research which had been dong in this area,
\\\" S ‘ » .
we were-able to use the information gathered by- the Virginia Council of

Higher Education in October, 1974. In that survey, the Virginia Council
asked each state if it set its tuition levels as a percentage of the cost
of educational programs. After securing the survey results from the State

of Virginia, they were combined with information already available in our

office. Through this process we were able to eliminate thirty-two states.

-
-,
~

T~

The remaining eighteen states were *then surveyed by Council staff. These
\\\stat:s\w e categorized as fo]]ows A /

(1) Those states ?EF‘Whaeh\lﬂ‘ormat1on was not clear as to whether they
had a policy wh1ch,re]ated student charges* to cost. These were:
Arizona, Idaho, Minnesota, Maryland, Nebraska, and Rhode Island.

(2) Those states which were considering suth a policy: Florida, f]]inois,

| Mithigan, New'dersey,‘bhio, Oregon, Utah and Virginia.

(3) Thqfe states where there was a definite indication that fees were set
in re]ation te instructional costs: Colorado, Kansas, New Hampshire
and hisconsin. '

AS a resh]t of thg survey, we have determ1ned that six states cur-

rent]y have operat1ona1 systems or approaches which re]ate student genera]




¢ ~
. . v
o~ . .
% N 1] - -
- AN
.
" S \

purpose fees (commonly called tuition) to the cost of instruttion. These
states (Colorado, Flgrida, Kansas, Nen’Hampshire,.Oregon and ﬁigtonsin)
L were also contacted in person or by telephone. \
The sumnany that follows provideg\adstate-by-state rev{ew of the

practices and approaches used in the establishment of tuition and fees =
, X u
» A the six states. . \\

\
AN

Colorado System ofgba]culating Tuitioniand Fees

«
Al

The'abproach to tuition charges in Colofado se
' ' |

" well and with a minimum of tbntrovérsy The methodaloby\:;:d sets tu1t1on

~ ‘for the current academ1c year at a‘percentage of the estim eg/tbtal "Edu-

\

. §%t1on and General" expenditures for the previous fiscal {ear.

A The‘tuition policies tn effect in Colorado were esteblished by the
legislature severalxyears ago. Co]orade resident ition rates are set
at 25 percent of cost white nonresidents payﬂlgﬂ/percent of cost at the
fgur-year 1n§t1tutions. For resident studente in the two-year sector,

' . tuition is 20 percent of costs.on a weighted average basis for the two-

year .state institutions as a whole. In the four-year sector, resident

tuition is based upoh the cost of each institution individually. For non- //'

N
.residents the coSt base in all institutions (two-year and four-year) is

that for each individual  institution.. Some_relatively small exceptions
have been appreved by the 1egi§Jature: at the community colleges in the
southern part of the state, nonresident tuition has been reduced to 65
percent of cost; res1dent and nonresident tuition at the Co]orado School

S —~

of M1nes has been based on Boulder tuition. Tu1t1ons at the School of

Med1c1ne and the €. S U ‘School of Veterinary Medicine are established at

12.5 percent of the direct costs for residents and 50 percent of the

'

N
o

s to be fUnctioning,X

~

N

/

/)

~

Ly




-2

* student for fee purposes; and modifying the cost- base or increasing the

“lature felt was comparable to rates in states with which they comparef

'staff report. After Florida o%ficials had ample opportunity to review,

percentage to be paid by students. Overall fiscal problems were cited as

the reasons for the review.

- [

The cost base used by Colorado is an estimate of expenditures for the
year prior to the year-in which the tuition rates will be in effect. In-
cluded are all state supported activities ‘other than Extension and Public

Service. Recovery of indirectﬂéysts relatéd to research is deducted. No

Bty e, s,

facilities use cost (amortization) is included other than on-going-main- -
tenance. The cost base is reviewed with the Joint Budget Committee (JBC) - -
of the 1e§is]ature Brior to establishing the specific rates.

‘ ”The process was prescribed by the JBC and appears to be well under-

stood bylits members. No change (other than possible prbcedura] modifi-
cations) is anticipated. The percentage, factors used by Colorado are

based on any analysis of relative benefits to the student and the state.

When established, the 25 percent factor produced a tuition which the legis-

Florida System of Calculating Tuition and Fees

In Florida, postsecondary education is made up of two distinct groups. .

-

The community college system has 28 autonomous districts each with its owq//
governing bogrd;y/lbéA;elated state agency has only a coordinating role.

The public four-fear institutions (state university system), on the ojher _. 2

e

hand, have a single 9overﬁing board. .

»

The student fee structure for the four-year institutions is consider-

ably more complex than implied in the summary provided in the Januar} 1976

comment and provide Council staff with supplehental data, it became clear

56 -
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: \\ \ .
direct cgsts ff;/ggﬂ?esidents. .Tuitions at the School of Nursing are 25

|
i

thﬁf irect costs for'ﬁqsident and 100 percent for nonresidents.

The tuition f%r‘t Dental Schdol, .is 100 percent of direé} cos£;‘WTTﬁ“B?téx\\\i\\\\\\\j\
o N =
percent waived for resident students who agree to practice,after graduation , ™

[ ~ *

&

in an area of the state détermined by the Regents to be in need ‘of deﬁ:\\ S \
" . s e
orado tuition and fees are d;;?aeq\izfo two seg@gEEE:\Ifz;::onu
ees". The percentage factors determine the former while
"ton's operating fee and student fegg,ijfysimi1ar to our services and
a

e

A]thbugh the basic concept of setting tuition rates as a percentagg

-

Jn contrast to the S
¥

te of Washington, no student fees

i

ated to construction or bond redemption.

of educational costs within the institutions i§ not an issue, the mech- "

anics and procedures used are currently under review. For instance, only

\the communit<\coL]eges have a standard tuition charge based on composite
L \\\*Q§tfuctfona1 costs. All th; four-year institutions have differing tui-
tion rates based on their fhdividuaf expenditure patterns.\ A question
exists as to whe}hEr the tomposiéé qgeyoach should be used for groups of
four-year institutions. There¢islgléo concern as to the varying levels
of student fees chhrgea at\thg,fhstigdfioné. Each institution has com:///”

plete autonomy in settjng’gfudent and consequently there are wide

. La \
disparities among institutions. s e

The Co¥orado Commission_on Higher Education is also studying a number
- ~ -
of policy modifications :;:Tﬁdinéf a surcharge for students enrolling for

_more than 18 credits; standardization of the definition of a fuli-time
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seven fée categor1es /A "Matr1cu]at1on Fee” s a]ogous to WasShingten's

V)Operat1ng Fee" The1r "Building Fee“’and "Cap1ta1 Im vement Trust Fund ’

. Fee" taken together*are s1m11ar to wash1ngton 5 * (i tion" category. (Id

-~ i

contrast to the other states surveyed, F]o fda does.ded1cate a portion of

S ‘ their student fees to capital constr

ion and/or bond redemptlon )
.F]or1da $ "Activity and SerV1ce Fee' is ana]ogous to Wash1ngton s "Services

and Act1v1t1es Fee". " In addttjon however, F]or1da has a "Student F1nan~ .

3
Trust Fund Fee" wh1ch have no counterpart 1n té!Lwash1ngton fee structure

The current pol1cy of re]at1ng“Lult1on and fee charng to instructional’ &
costs 4in the public four-year 1nst1tut1ons was deve]ooed and prooosed to theii'

cial Aid Fee , a “GeneraT Student A)d’%ee and "Student F1nanc1aT\AL\

e

Florida ]eg1s]ature by the Board.of Regents during the 1975 ]egﬂs]at1ve -
\

session. Executive and ]eg1s]at1ve\reJenUE“EStﬂmates for the state univer-

sity system for the current fiscal yeax were based on the criteria ds pre-

* ’ N L

’ sented By the\Board. Community.co]]egs student ‘fee rates, howeuer, continue -

‘ to

e set locally within the state guide]ine which allows for a range of

—
s o A}

_ §§IOO to $12.00 per/guarter hour.

i;////ﬁy// Florida student fee\rates are,Basedvon,a charge for each credit hour.‘ -
The detergination of‘instructiona] costs is also based on a oer student

N cred1t hour cost The state university system uses the budgeted student ;

N _ cregat Zgurs related to each studeniileve] and the correspond1ng appro- .

pr1ated dollars for the g ? fiscal year to ca]cu]ate 1nstruct10n costs. - RS

er way, /T the student fee charges for the o

“\\\;\\‘ the current/iegr Skated an
éff/ ‘\\‘\\eurrent~/;adem1c year (1975-76) are based on the 1974~75 appropr1at1on

H1st0r1caTNco§tTng~data are used to apportion cred1t hours and dollars: | .

/

)

~

’ ©
These costs serve as the bas;;;n determ1n1 g the student fee charges for ‘
; 1
|

‘ to the various student levels.) . - |
‘ 3

k

)
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The state university system approach distinguishes between res1dent

~ and nonresident students and- identifies five separate student ]eue]s: (1)

]ower/d1v1s1on undergraduate, (2) upger'division undergraduate, (3) gradu-

/

-

ate Tevel exc}us1ve of thés1s/d1ssertat1on, (4) graduate level thesis/
//// /d1ssertat1on, and (5) professional. Total resident student fees are to
equal 30 percent of the instructional costs applicable to each of the stu-
_dent Tevels identified and nonresident students are to’pay 100 percent of
tDese/costs, with the proviso that state .support for lower division stu-
/dente not be greater than that for community college students.

The state un%versity system approach contains three significant/pYB:/
visions. The first provision calls for a phase-in period to reath the
desired percentage levels for resident and nonresident students respec-
tively. The second nrovision calls for equa] funding from the state for

¢ LN

lower division undergraduate student’ credit hours in both the state

un1vers1ty system and in the eommunity college system. Since the costs
~ for lower division‘?ﬁgtruction in the state uniuersity system are currently

higher thah in the community college system, the student attending any of

the"tuigion increase in any given year to not more than 30 percent of the
» rd
previous year's base. Consequently, these provisions will make it di

cult during the next few years for the Florida state university s Stem to

o~ /;eafn,the spec1f1ed student fee levels in certain categor:jf;‘(e.g., pro-

S ] - /J
feSs1ona]) /

N

-~ . 7

The effect of these policies i$-that the

®

;tigna1 tosts'paid by the fees analogo Washington's tuition and operat-

e level after a full phase-in. By 1977-78 (the

e

ro——

the’state unigrsities must pay the difference. The third provision limits
. unigrsities , .




12

, /
third year of the initizi/Bbasé-in beriod)'jhe total of the "Matriculation

Fee", "Building ::i:/gn "Capital Improvement Trust Fund Fee" paid by a

“Jower division resident student in the state university system will approx-

imate 30 percent of his or her instructional costs. As the following
table indicates, the total of these fees paid by an upper division student
and a graddate student are expected to approximate 24 and 27.5 percent .

respectively by 1977-78.

FLORIDA .
STUDENT FBf PERCENTAGES AS
A COST OF INSTRUCTION
ESTIMATED FOR 1977-78

Matriculation Fee Plus
Building Fee Plus

o A1l Fees ) Capital Improvement
'Pescr19t1on Ipc}uded . TrustAFund Fees

Resident Students .

Lower Division - 37% 30%

Opper Division 30% . 24%

Graduate ©30% - 21% .

Graduate With Thesis 30% - ’ .28%

Prof#ssional - * LI
Nonresident Students e

Lower Division 100% . 92%

Upper Division 100% ‘ 94%

Graduate 100% ’ 97%

Graduate With Thesis , 100% 97%

Professional * *

N7
” ’ 7 —

o’

*Not available’-- howevergfgke respect1ve percentages are less than 30 and
100 percent. o
?

”

N
N




—~Kansas System of Calculating Tuition and Fees

A

The approach used by the Kansas Board of Regents to establish tuition*

and fees is substantially different frem that of the othes states reviZved
/ -
\ in the report. . ) ‘

N -

Individual rates are not set 3gs a percentage of instruction}] costs. i

' The total revenue to be generated from tuition Js derived fyom est1mateq

Y

educat1ona1 costs". Revenue is expected to approximate 25 percen

costs .related to instruction.

Another difference is-the time cycle used in establisting tuition

____________

levels. Adjustments are made every four yedrs based on prOJeCtEd expen- ™

diture levels for the next four years. The portion of the budget sup- .

ported by tuition is therefore greater than 25 percent in the first two ‘ ..
‘years and lower in the second two years. - A

Kansas tuition and—ees are divided into two main categories: Tuition -

(or General Fees) and Restricted Fees. Tuition {s set by the regents with

- ') d . \
Standard amount for“the three universities and a lower amount for the
three colleges.” Restricted fees vary by institution. In February, 1974, -
/
. the un1v2rs1ty tuition produced revenue equal to 27.6 percent of related

3
-~ a

costs wh11e college tuition generated revenue equal to 20.8 percent. Due

to larger enrollments at the un1vers1t17§y the compos1te proportion borne

». by student fees was 26 percent..

- AY
It should also be noted that the revenue from nonresident tuition (2;5

tg 3 times higher than resident charges) counts toward the 25 percent

obJect1ve so-that the proportion borne by resident students ds less than

— ]

*Galled "General Fees" fin the State of Kansas. The term "tuition" is. used
n this summary for c nsistency with the other states

—de

A

2 -

»

1

|

i

|

:

|
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. all full-time students.?

\ -

» Al
- . ¢

25 percent. There is no graduate differential fee at Kansa itutions.

The ‘cost base which is estimated consists of edugational and general

costs less organized research, extension services &nd capital improve-
, = x

ments. No depreciationcost is included in the -base. It also excludes
any other_part of the budget which is funded from restricted fees.
Kdnsas officials indicate satisfaction with their present’ system and

_have mb plans to modify the propbrtion or the basis of "Cost". The 25
\o

percemt fagior was not based on any study of relative benefits but repre-

senty a level similar to other states used for comparisons.

!

< . b

-

New Hampshire System of Ca]cu]afGng Tuition and Fees

New Hampshire has a unique system in sever ys: First, it has a

very small pgb]ic hiéhen'edgsption systemgi.e., the University of New
¥ .

)

Hampshire system has only three four-year institutions (no two-year) with

: ) \
an enrollmeht o# approximately 16,500 gtudents; second, ther;<;;g\no

-

. »
professional schoq‘g in the system, and finally, there is no differential

« charge be%ween undergraduate and graduate students. Cd}rent resident
tuition at the University of New Hampshire-Durham, as reported by the

State Univergity of New Hampshire System O?fice, is $900 and nonresident

tuit<;n i5+$2,600. -An additional $93.00 required fees is charged of k ‘

&

/ ‘ .
New Hampshire tuition ang fees are divided into two segments? "tuitjon“

~

and "student fees". Tuition is analogous to Washington's operating fee apd ..
3 P \

student fees are similar to our services and’activities.fée. In contrast’

to the State of Washington, no student fees are dedicated tpﬂcnnstructidﬁf__,,f//

e
or bond. redemption. '
»

.
e




. ' The cost of instruction figures used are estimates of those costs for

7

the preceding'fisca] year. In other words, the tuition charges for academﬁt

year 1975-76 are based on the expend1ture patterns for f1sca1 yeqpe%975

(the 1974-75 academic year). In ca]cu]at1ng the cosﬁ of instruction,. a]]

v Y.

educationhaﬁd general expense items are included. In add1t10n, any state

funds that are fexpended for ext;nsion; public service and_organized res?arch
are included ig the overall cost of instruction=
Telephonef contact with the New Hampshire Postsecondary. Education Com-

mission in October, 1975 indicated that a policy existed to set resident

fees at fifty percent of instructional costs. A draft copy of the syrvey

\

report was sent in November to the New Hampshire Commission as&jngzthem

to advise the Council if substantial errors existed in the report. No '

response was received and the information was incorporated in subsequent
reports. We are now advised that the policy only applies to nonresident

students whose tuition is set at 100 percent of costs. Resident tuitien

is set at the discretion of the-®oard of Trustees.

Oregon System of Calculating Tuition and Fees
7

- ¥ /
™ for the four-year colleges and un1vers1t1/5/eompr1s1ng the State's Depart-

ment of Higher Edycatiog (s less formal than that of e1ther Colorado or

A

is established by the State Board of Higher Education.

ad bn an objective of resident undgrgraduates paying approx'Jkte]y 25 3

”percent of the cost of instruction and nonresident undergraduatles paying

-p

“"the approach used by the State of Oregon to calculate tuition and fees




-~

full instructional costs. Graduate students, both residents and nonresi-

’ ’ .

dents, pay gO percent of graduate instruction costs. 1975-76 resident
undergraduate tuition is ‘expected to be slightly in excess of the 25 per=
cent objective.

- ”"%Litioe in Oregon's community colleges is set by local boards in
accordance with a general state poligy guﬂQe]ine.' It ie assumed that
tuition will provide 20 percent of total support with 50 percent to be
provided by the state and 30 percent from local pFoperty.

Tuition and fees.in Oregon's colleges and universities are divided

into three segments: tﬁiffon, building fee and incidental and health fees.

2

. L Tuition is analogous to Washington's operating fee, the building fee is

[N

similar to Washington's "tuitjon" (although at $12.50 per auarter. it is

'gubstantiaT]y less) and the incidental fees ’e]ate to our services and

. )

actiyities fees. The building fee is a maximum set by statute while the

L3

incidental fees vary among the institutions within a range approved by the

State Board.

’ ‘ /’/ .
A single resident undergraduate tuition rage is established ﬁpg/a]]
!

institutions-other than the Oregon Institute of Technology (0IT). The ,
rate is based on the compesite budgets of all the institutions divided by
wejghted full-time equivalent enroliment. Lower division students are - -
weighted 1.0, upper division siudents 1.25, and graduate students at 2.0.

y The cost base includes f]] education and general act1v1t1es exclusiye of
summer session, extens]on and research. Ind1rect cost refimbursement is
deducted to reflect sypport costs related to reéearch, Also excluded from
_the base are the cos | of centralized activities and estimated depregii:—ﬂjt,,-

F. i .
tion. . . . \

A
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Exceptions to the above practice are: (1).nonresident tuition ag the \* = - 4
three state colleges which are less than 100 percent of cost to broaden
the student body at those campuses; (2) tuition at the Medical and Dental
¢

Schools ynjch is based on historical rates adjusted upward by the percent-
-t

Iy

age increase in fees at the other institutions; and (3) OIT, where the
o .

costs of (Eg; institution are used as the base. From discussions with of-

ficials of the State Board, it appears that the approach has been satis-

7
//,/4// factory in dealing with the Governor and the Tegislature. The Joint Ways

and Means Committee has not gone into great detail in the calculation

. LY
process. They are, however, aware of the shared cost aspect when consider-

ing appropriation levels. v
\ It is ebidé%t that there was no philosophic basis for the 25 percent
objective. /There has been no attempt to determine relative benefits.

Rather, the/ZS percent reflects an historical patte}n which has become

re formaﬁized in dealing with budgetary matters.

Wisconsin System of Calculating Tuition and Fees

The approach to tuition and fee charges in Wisconsin appears to have
made routine adjustments in student charges a "non-issue" insofar as the

university system and the legislature is concerned. The approach has

) // 21-22 percent* of graduate costs; nonresident undergraduates, 100 percent;
?

£

14

5

L *Increased in 1975-76 as a result of budget recommendations by the Governor
that graduate fees be increased to 25 percent. The fee increase was not,

however, specified by the legislature although the general fund reduction
was not restored.
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~ and nonresident graduatese 70 percent of cost. "Cost" is the result of

calculations applied to the budget for the4year to which the tuition will

apply.

Wisconsin tuition and fees are divided into two setments, "academic
fee/tuition"* (hereafter referred to as tuition) and "segregated fees".
The percentage factors determine the former whi1e the¥1atter vahy among

the campuses. Tuition is analogous to Washington's operating fee and

I

segregated fees are similar to our services and activities fee. Unlike

L d

the State of Washington, no student fees are dedicated to construction or
. o _

bond redemption of academic buildings.

Twe resident undergraduate tuition rates are established through the
system; one for the "doctoral cluster", the Madison and Milwaukee cam-
puses, and .the secgnd for the "university cluster" (the former state col-

. 1ege§has well as Green Bay and Parkside, which were originally administered

~

by the University of w1scqns1n at Ma 1son )} The rates are based on the

’r/

\ ' composite budgets for the| two cJuster (not individual campuses) as ed—
- /
- justed by “‘cost" ratios eterm1ned 1n the previous yeag. Central a2m1n-

istration for“the system i ncluded as well as a fac111t1es deprec ation

o r'e

////‘ factor based on a 50 yedr useful Nife of fac111t1es “In the case(%

Y, Madison and Milwaukee, a "teaching assistant tuition remission" copst is

a1so included. The procedures are clearly set forth in manuals available

for executive and legjislative review.

The Wisconsip approach is noteworthy in-that it is the gnly tuition /J
. . :
1

relationship system based on an apportionment of costs. In other word§>\§§t>
e . * / -

]

. - 1

+ . . / -7 -
/’ - r/l - ‘ i

ot ' *The term "academi fegﬂ/apﬁl;;27:; resident students while the term "tui- |
|

1

i

tion" appiies to /moriresydent”students. . ) v
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support1ng costg such as adm1n15trat1on ar d1str1buted between 1nstruct1on -

and research.. The system is‘ based on prOJected fa]] term enrollment and

ratios evaloped from previous fall faculty effort ana]ys1s Summer and

extension cpsts are excluded. The approach therefore derives student tui-

tions whichlare related only to instructional and instructional support . b7

costs.

=\

inance Committee~have'reviewed the procedures
copcerns with the/;:lfulatﬁons The members of
Yy on the staff to.uhderstafd the deta1]s of the i

oposed budget alternatives in terms of student

system. “ Staff of the Join§

in detail and expressed %?L

the committee a pear/to“

system and tg.-€Qst out :

nizing that a por 1on-of the program is not inc]uded in the instructignal . .

coét base ﬁ s apparently not surfaced.

Dur, ng 1975 he Gouernor proposed percentage increases for yraduate .
and pedical students which were part1a1]y 1mp]emented The Regents'_pré;
pdsal for a fifty ercent undergraduate resident fee reduction (reduc1ng

the 25 percent to 1 .5 percent) was, not entertained by either the Governor
. 4

‘/ ‘ :
The 25 percent factor is not referenced in the statutes except in .the

case of academic programs offered;in three of the area vocational schools.

»

. . 1 .
These schools are financed in part from property taxes so the legislature )

,» .~ felt it necessary to reference the rate in law. The 25 percent is, effec- N .
. tive in 1975, also applied to Adult general ocational (non-degree or ~
certificate).programs while a' 7 percent factor is applied to associate

/ .

\
N
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°degree prograﬁs. A]] of these factors are app]1ed‘%o”statew1de &ge - ~
costs in the vocational system. @ &*ts
It was c]ear, in reviewing the system w1th both the~up1vers1ty and
legislative staff, that there is no ph1]osoph1ca] basis for tH/ﬁZS per- ’
cent share to be borne by students. , No analysis of're]ative benefits to. - .
d etudents or the staie was attempted. The only adjhsfments %ave been. in

~, response to revenue‘requirements and the original-amounts related‘to his-
¢ . . ’

.\torica] practice and to comparisons with 0ther~ﬂBi§ 10" states.

- Observations Concerning the Wisconsin System // )

-The‘depreciation is ‘based on the original cgst of the instructional

and academic support facilities.

- Al “unrestricted" student service costs are included in the cost base.

. . -- Hospital and auxiliary enterprise expenses are discounted 50 percent * .

~

.*in the allocation of administration.
e

'Hospita[zcosts are not included in medianefinstruction cost.

1
1

- -« ./, .
rgpt1a]s baséd on 1nstraif}0na] discipline (other than medi-

s

- No dif

e

cine) exist. ///

"An upper division drfﬁere/11a] was mandated by the 1eg1s]ature for
1974- 75 but/fhe/mandate was not continued. The most telling argument

aga1nst/Lhe d1fferent1a] was the f1nanc1a] aid policy which directs

" ’//}d’toward the first two years of school. : /

-~ The maJor1ty of lab and course fees have been or are being eliminated, -

\ N

under the student share concept, bg!ﬁ in the university system and ghe

area vocat1ona] schools. » The guidelines are similar to those in tﬁ/

Counc1] s draft poiﬁfizrezg;;endat1on ‘ /// '
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RESULTS QF EXTENDED SURVEY OF
‘ LT - TUFTTON POLICIES - IN THE STATE OF
P CALIFORNIA, ILLINOIS, K@q;KNA, MICHIGAN AND, MINNESOTA

e summaries that follow Are based on data received from the jndd-

//

‘those states has also been included. ////;///ﬁ,__,,
‘ B éALIFodA' SR

i

Resident Tuition Po14cy K -,

vy
‘ \

~ Thf Board of Regents of the Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a doeSwnot charge
* Y tu1t1on to res«dent students. However, there 15 a $300 Un1vers1ty Regis-
A

trat1on Fee and $300 Educat1ona1 Fee per year for undergraduates wh1ch is
\

. used to support un1vers1ty operations. At the graduat//leve] student

pay€§he same Un1vers1ty Reg1strat10n Fee, but pay an Educat1on Fée\of

.$360 per year "Since both t01t1on charges in other sta!!s and the fees. //'

© /

which the Board of ‘Regents of the Un1vers1ty of California ]ev1es on students
are used to support uni ers1 y operations, both charges, appear to be.com-

parable. Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a officials report that fees are increased

from time to time due to 1nf1atr0ﬂ\ the need to maintain program qUa11ty;’ X
) and/to compare_w1th othet 1nst1tut1ons of s1m11drcs1ze and programmatic \ J
y scope. Fees\current]y in effect for. undergraduate and graduate students
‘ﬁ\\'\\ at the Un1vers1ty of Ca]1forn1a campuses are as fo]]ows Undergraduate,‘
\T\\\‘ $600; and Graduate, $660 . R ) NG

. NI
L] . I N ¢




Nonﬁes1dent TU1t1on P011q9

The ru]es and regulqtions gdxegn1ng the Board of Regents of the,UnJ—

[

shall be- f1xed by the Pres1Hent With the)concurrence of the Board of Re-

nre51dent “Students current]y pay approximately three t1mes the

. amount hat res1dent students pax Nonresident tu1t10n rates currently in

-
-

‘
-

’ \> l

T . N Q -

e
)

California community alleges chafbe no tuition to_in-district resi-

ty of attendance for tuition charges above the state bas™g aid. These

-

charges vary with an average of $350. In an attempt to equaliz \enro11—

ments, some !éudents are denied this payment by the1r county of res1dence

[ 3

When this 1s the case, the student would then be requ1red to pay the out-

\\\\\\;\\nf-d1str1ct tuition and.feeS.
- o

. : aﬁB?bxsmates tota1 instructional costs.

Nonresudent tuition varies but often

~—

» I

o \ N ILLIoIS

“ ~

s
€

of total 197?-73 1nstruct\ona1 costs for the four-year institutions were

\
hk““*&deM]@ﬁ,‘ : I 7

Tuition
( .

Board of Governors = - " $420
~ Board of Regepnts

Southern I11ipois University

University of|{ I11inois

Percent of
Instruct1ona1 Cost

27 3
'25.9

a “~

ks

versity of Ca11for 1a that e amount of the nonres1dent tuttion f e
raty of 'L state th o

X

The current unde?graduate resident tuition rates and their "percentage

syt




\\
costs. The current\percentages are therefore lower than those
N \ \

above . | \\\\ . .

The Statemgfuil1inéis~§nqrt of Higher Education has te;;gw ndéd that

»

- N R > v, -
- resident undergraduate tuj set at 33.3 percent of thé inst Tonal: ! i
T ' : 2 - e
T costs as determined in I11jnois' annwgl Unit Cost Study. o N

1

Tuition policies (resident and nonr ident) ln Ca11forn1a and Ind1an@

7 universities are summarized from a document By the State of I11inois Board |
of Higher. Education ent1t1ed- "Master Plan -- Phase IV'}u]t1on and Other N\\\\\

Student Costs: A Support1ng Document" California community col]ege
information is from a telephone inquiry o the State of Ca]ifqrnié:\

-’

- INDIANA .
' ’ ‘. s /
Resident Tuition Policy: T ,

- ' /

The Un1vers1ty of Ind1ana and other systems have no set fh1t1on po]—

. ic}. Rates are estab]1shed at the direction of each governing bgard with
“~ \ / .
little interference from the legislature. Current tuition rgfes at various
-~ v . F .
K (. h v. -

»

—~—__Indiana institutions are as follows:
. \

Vaud

Undergraduate Graduate N
University of Indiana 722 744
"+ Indiana State University 720 576 -~
Ball State University —~ ——-. 630 678

v

. Nonresident Tuition Policy: : y ST

The University of Indiana and governing boards of other systems\have

-

Tished at the direction of each gbverning board at a level approximately

I Pl

1
, no set tuition policy regarding nonresident students. Rates are estab- J
1
]
1




< . i

N
twice the charge for resi

‘dé@t students.

resident undergraduate students at various Indiana ‘institutions are as

=

s,

Ly
s

Current tuition rates for non-

)

E—— s

3

follows: /’ ) 7 AN .
University of 1nd1ana '$1,560 .
Purdue Un1vers1ty - $1,60Q, o .-
, Ball State University $1,260 .
s " . ’ - » . ,’ )
MICHIGAN ’

Y
L4

Baccalaureate Institutions

~

In qu, 1975 the Sté%e Board of Education 1n M1ch1gan comp]eted a de-_-

T

report, entitled "Financing of Pub]1c Bacca]-

tgan: A State Report Anq]yzing Trends «from

~

wing finding:

; s1gntf1cant 5 the fact that over the ten year
per1od 1965-1974 student tuition and fees as a source, of
institutional revenue has increased s1gn1f1cant1y - from
a low of 16.9% in 1965- 1966 to a h1gh of 227 in 1973-1974
statewide. A

-

The accompanying taple provides the percentages for each of the bac-

calaureate institutions in -Michigan by year.

-

£
~

igan uhie
133 Commuiiity Eo}]eges N

5-76 students will be expected to "provide” 24 percent of the

revenue needed the 1975-76 ?jsca] year. In-district tuition has been

'set at $341. The community tu1t1on rates are set by the 1eg1s1ature,

and up until this year the student tuﬂt1on was expected to account .for 33.3

percent of the total educational costs. The tu1t1on charges at the cOm-

.
mun1ty colleges 1n Michigan have “been reduced to ref]ect peréentage pat-
. /The resident

in-district charge of $341 is apprdx{hately 22 perceat of:an estimated cost

s

terns similar to those found in the four-year institutions

4

73
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|
per student. The newly adopted tuition schedule includes a rate of $511.50 .

for resident out-of-distri¢t Students which is expected to raise the rev-

enue to the 24 percent objective.

/ o
, MINNESOTA
/// The universities, state colleges and community, colleges in Minnesota
//// have no set tuition policy for either resident or nonresiaent g%udents

HoweVer historical revenues from tuition incOme have approx1mated 25 p//r
cent of the total dollars needed in each of the systems according to the
Minnesota Com?iSSion on Higher Education.

The Minnesota Commission is currently recbmmending that tuition
charges equal 30 percent of the estimated cost of instruction for'the

current fiscal year.
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CALCULATION OF CAPITAL COST PER STUDENT

»
<

The method used to calculate the estimated capital cost per FTE stu-

dent was as follows:

Calculation
(1) Exclude:

(A) Auxiliary facilities (e. g , dorm1tor1es, and other student hous-
ing, dining hallsy student unions, book stores, etc.)

(B) Facilities wholly devoted to intercollegiate ath]etlcs.

_—

(C) Facilities who]]y devoted to research or public servjces purposes:

(2) Determine the original cost of construction, remode]1ng, renovation
and additions of all facilities not excluded in (1) above using the .
same data as used in the building maintenance portion of th Jant
operation and maintenance formula. ‘ . i S

(3) Multiply the total original cost by .02 to‘EﬁUH*~an~annggi\tost assum-~

ing a fifty year life. ' o

(4) Diyide the result of step 3 by the-three term average annual ‘enroll-
ment to equal the capital depreciation cost per student;//,

N Because the method of calculating stu&g;t\EEBTfET'costs-negyired Judgements
about excluding certain facilities, the four-year institutions and community
college system were asked to calculate a capital cost per FTE student. Eachr
responded to the request in a timely manner and provided the following data.

f e

Original Cost Annual 974-75 .
: Related To Cost FTE AA ) Cost Per \
Institution Instruction (50 years) Enrollment FTE Student

U of W $2,850,257 30,618 § 93.09 -
. WSU , 1,968,131 15,817 | 124.43
. ©OTESC 30,759,271 415,185 2,279 182.17
CWSC - 28,811,017 - 576,220 . 6,173 93.33 -
WS 36,046,439 1720,928 8,493 84.88
y EWSC " 28,907,686 578,154 6,694 86.37
. . CC System _ . 165,487,000 ' 3 399 700, 75,967* 43.86

i

*1975 76 discounted enroliment prOJeczgd by the 0ff1ce of Program 3]ann1ng
and Fiscal Management. \

\

4
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- - .
Several concerns ‘were raised by the institutions and community college sys-

. ten about calculgting capital costs per student. A summary of those con-
cerns follows: ' R . “

(A) A1 instructional buildings ao not have a useful 1ife of 50 years
. . (e.g., field service facilities at WSU and relocatable facilities of

the community college systemd. ‘ :
(B). Origindl tost of buildings does not reflect currént‘capital costs.

(C) Accurate exclusion of research and public service space would require :
a .highly detailed inventory system which need frequest updating.
: - :

(D) Definition of capital cost would need to be‘very specific. For ex-
ample, should capital cost include equipment?

/\'
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DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES FOR s
E BASE PERIOD TO BE USED 1
O CALCULATE EDUCATIONAL COSTS

budget-feview. This meaﬁs tﬁat either the rates must be estab]ighed by' .
. November of the previous year or that relationships t budge%ﬁd prog/ams

must be established for. in the budget ‘process.

/

objectives. In g der to ensure a thorough un erstand1n of the alterna-
[ VA4

/

) E
\\
ear, 2 --" Year 2 --
Previous “Ensuing
Biennium Biennium
(1974-757" (1978-79)
N 3 -2 1. . N
. ‘ hd \v//
1 = August of Year B (August, 1977) - . . o
2 = May of Year C (May, -1977) SN T ey
3 = November bf Year G (November, 1976 “ ’ < ,
. A]ternatiggzg_\;\\ o/ . K >

‘ \

i

| ’ s
.

S/ do not support routine prgluction of the data by ov?TEgp/of/ihe fo]]ow1ng

v

//’ . A’/

.
.-, .
N P O . S
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-
O *
.
.’ . .
N ~
.

year (completion of the 1974-75 study is scheduled for April, 1976)., The :

.
- \ -

-

, disadvantage, of course, is the extensiVe time lag between year A and '_ T .
years D and E. . . . 'oe
Alternative 2 i .

BaSe the rates for years D or Dfahd E on estimates for the current

biennium (B and C) based on the most recent cost analysis and improve the

institutional data'bases to all compat1b]e cost data to be developed and
\

- . ¢
reported fpr year B prior t¢ November of year C.

- By the fall of

-

ar C it is poss1b]e to estimate the enro]]meht and \ |
expenditure pagfern for that year. The actual enrc]]ment and expehd1ture

r B would also be known. Until such time agﬁdata-systems are

» the cost study for year A could be used to previde ratios and
cost/pattern data forestimating purposes.' Current er.prior year data are , *
d as the cost base by three of the sixa§tates (Co?oradc, Florida and

ew Hampshire). Th1s approach also has the advantage (or d}sadvantage‘ae~ . J

.

pending on ones poant of view) of hav1ng rates knawn in advance which wou]d
A '

not be affected h budget decisions in the next legislative session, .

.. . >

-
. ”~

’ betermihe e rat1o that each bpdgeted program contr1butes to' "in- _ L

& ar .
h )

structiona] cost" hrough the use 0f the most recent cost study, mu]t1p]y . 1
that rat1o.by

7.,
. the derive /gercentages to re]ate'tu1t1on and fee income for yekars D and,

\

e .percendage of revenue to be produced by students and use




‘various programs, €.g., Plant Operation and Maintenance. The portioh of

Tess research) and usd {ne approach to

‘D apd E based on the budgef\\\

_ - \ / '
| £
-, 4
This is an extremely complex approach which uses the lost recent cost . v

study as the basis for ratios and factors end applies those factors to the

genera] operating revenue }6 be produced by feés could be omputed based
& !
on past experience w1th’yroport1ona] tuition and fee rates or (as in the ]

case of Kansas) by s1mp1y setting a percentage revenue objective. Th1s K
/ L4 \ .

3

portion (let us assumeé 25 percent) would be-applied to the prqgram's con-
tribution to iﬁétrthion (assume that 80 percent of physicaﬁ pfent expenses

support instruction) to derive an income percentage .(.25 X .8 = TEO) which

would be used i budgeting. ' ' \
) .

[ . A

A]though,fhis method would be cost stddy based and Current, it {i

/ o .
Tikely that it would be confusing. It also reQuires some central fee set-’

§ . ’ ’ \ {
! - - - » - ) .

ting authority (as in Kansas and Nebraska whére variations of this ap-
- A . -~ ' : /

proach are used) to set rates for the universities’and/;ne/co]]eges and L

determine the differentials for graduate and professional studen@s; The

-

{ : )
timing ofrthe;actua] rate ca]c;1ations would ®m}so be a problem. ,

Alternative 4 . //////

A
L4

A]though much simpler than ATterna 1ve 3 /xf//e ]1ke]y that the ap—“'
proach will be imprecise among 1nst1tut1ons\and can ]ead to claims of
™~ ‘
inequity. The timing °problems are similar to Altern ive 3 a]thqugh thé

calculations would be more simple. An approach s#ffilar to this is used




~

* ? ’
o N ‘ . . .
aby Oregon and rates for year D (for example) are usually set by their -
. * ‘ . ) A - .
: centrq] governing board, in July or August of that year. ) — o
. A variety of other altermatives, usually combinations of aspects of . /
e ‘ . ./
‘ the above approaches are possible. The key questfons are: Shou]d the e ..
» rates ref]ect current budget decisions or the prev1ous spend1ng -level?.
To what extent shoutd cost ana]ySIS be used7 If rates are to be’ standSYd ’
among typet:?f 1nst1tutions aé% a system based\on futuée budgets is ‘used, ‘\ .
e who shou}d set the rates? A]though the siaff is open to (and welcomes ) e
: other approachesy we currently feel that A]ternat1ve 2, when the ent1[e .
) current biennium is used, has the most merwt. ‘ . PN
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